) ‘ Y

T DOCUEENT RESUME . . - /5& “

fln 160. 762 - - '}-' CE 017 051 .
'AUTHOR : Kassebaun, Gene. And Others ' - ' Y -
TITLE ’ Contracting for Correctional Services in the _ o
- A . Community. Volume I: Summary.
. INSTITUTION fational Inst. of Law,6 Enforceament and criminal
o ‘Justice (Dept. of Jus%ice/LEhL), Hashington,,n c.
PUB DATE ‘May 78 _ )
¢ GRANT - - 15= NI—99-0118 . - v » ¢
. NOTE -t 509. : - '
'AVAILLBLE PRCH ,Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing
. : Office, Washington, DC 20402 (Stock No.r , . _
: ST 027- 000 -00630-2) . v IS
EDRS PRICE . MP-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage, - L
DESCRIPTORS Accountability; *Community Service Programs; -
- : Contracts; *Correctional Rehakilitation; Field ‘
Studies; Legal Responeibility; National Surveys; .
*private Agencies; *Program Administration; Program
‘ Costs; *Referral; Research Needs, State Legislation;
Yo Use Studies . .
ABSTRACT o ;. ' A

To describe and analyze 4he use of private.
arganizations for supervision, training, or assistance of:persons
referred from criminal justice agencies was the purpose . .of this A
study. Procedures were divided into three parts: a reviev of relevant
"existing. published data and, to the extemt possible, angoing studies;
a survey of a national sample of private‘organizations providing
_corrections-related direct client services; and on-site field
investigaticns of programs. in several different urban settings. The
‘major findings include the following: (1) laws authorizing community -
supervision of convicted persons and contracting with private ' g

. organizations for correctional services have provided the states in

.~ the study with broad authority necessary for these programs; (2)°

‘. there is a major shortage of information about. referrals of '
, - defendants and convicted persons to- comnunity based programs; (3)

" there are organizations specializing in services to Persons releaseﬂ
from prison, persons referred by criminal ceurt for narcotics
addiction treatment, or other s#rvices to, public offenders; hovever,

-a major proportion of direct client services to persons convicted of
offenses lie outside this set of specialized programs; (4) cost

- figures are difficult to interpret because of the ambiguity of
valuing services rendered; (5) accountability is most often ‘in teras
of'process (number of clients admitted, average daily census) rather
than in terms of client performance (number completing various
stages; ratio of graduates to dropouts). (Iuplications,of findings
are discussed in terms of the néed for referral sources and service
vendors to develop jointly planhed monitoring and accountability

// procedures, the need to determine the number of clients of specified
types, and the need to determine the logic of decision making in
referring clients to comnunity based programs.) (JH)
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“This- study provndes some data on the role of private organlutlonsan provndmg
:  client services for community corrections.
.° ' e One aspect of this phenomenon is that supervnsls}m and/or provisiop.of services
takes place in the gpen community instead of .within closed institutional settings.
The services lnclude pretrial diversion of ‘‘in lieu’’ referrals to community
programs; probation supervnsnon prerelease. programs for persons committed to the -
: , Department of Corrections; and parole. The study attempts to increase the -
R understandmg of the pnvate sector in providing services to Justice“apd corrections '
o agencies. Questions, such as how. and by whom persons are referred. to the
" privately operated program in lieu of trial or further agency dlsposmons, what kinds
: - of cases are referred and accepted, and what is accomplished in such arrangements
. which might not otherwise ‘result if the private organization did not ‘operate are
addressed. The report examines the historical, legal, and administrative context for

contractmg, characterizes referral and  services, dlscusses cdsts and sources of
¢« . .. - support, and presents issues in planmng and research.
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. . s . . -

. " How are prlvofe orgumzuﬁ’ons used in correchons- queshons for this
IR . research : )

.

Tlus is.a des iptive study,_developed out of an mteres%m (anda shortag of -
information’ abouty”the use of private organizations for su i
assistance of persons referred from criminal justice agenc1es

several levels:

e The laws authorizing or facilitating the use of private. sector vendors of
community-based corréctions programs; ‘ ; o
"o Contracting arrangements and problems arising from contracting; N
o The sources of referrals and the manner in which referrals are made; . ! ¢
The charactenstlcs of defendants and offenders referred to commumty
orgamzatlons compared with those who are not; .
o Types of service delivery organizations providi B service and what transplres y

between referral sources and pnvate organizafions which supply services; .
o Thetructure ‘of program services, staffing, and client ﬂow in the orgamza
 tions; . Y .

® The income (sources and amounts of support) ‘which sustams the organiza- .
. & tions the role played by contracting in securing support; the costs\mcurred y !

\ ‘ ' The point of departure for the study is the refenalﬁ)cess whereby persons .
under the .jurisdiction of a criminal justice agency come under the auspices of a C
community-based organization in order to receive a treatment or service. The
; " pracess involves referral of clients on the part of crifminal justice agencies and a
' willingness to -accept by community organizations This relation is sometimes-
S specified contracturally A contract is a legally binding,” mutually beneficial
) agreement between a source of funding and a source of service;.it specifies -
- ¢ conditions ;of/ payment, services to be provided, and reporting requirements. Thi§ - -
“project is primarily interested in contracts bétween public a%ncies and pri\Lat'e
P organizations for direct client services. ! - v o
A referral is an official action which results in a person being” serviced - by an’
- organization. The. referral source - -may initiate this by cdrt order or informally
ya t¢ _ directing the client to apply to the organization. The refeffal may be requested: by,
6\. s . the client. and approved by the agency The referral may be actively rgcruited ori

A

sought by the organization and approved by the c eworker and the client,
Referrals may be prearranged by purchase .of rv1c , by unfunded service B
agreements or other understanding, Ry third payrn?nts or by s1mple citizen
) eligibility. For purposes of this survey, a referral \is_one of the above which results -
S ~in the client being admitted to or given some service (if only an intake assessment) -
~ ) by the organization to which he’or she has béen referred. '
In the simple bureaucratic sense, a referral didposes of a case by pJaémg a -
. - person under the supervision of a source of service. But often the person referred '
+ " is subject to-still other referrals for as long as hé‘ or she is unger the Junsdiction of
a criminal justice agency. The current practice in American corrections is to extend
a network of referrals and services with attendant responsibilities and restrictions

J . :

o

-

B I , L) ' s
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on a diverted or convicled persda. It is"of considerable importance that thiss % -

T network be studied in ltself to avoid conventional - ver’simplifications ,of the . .
e ' criminal justicé-process. . * g“’ o, —_—
i ’ This study sought to record ‘data from which to construct a matrix of who =~ -

makes referrals to whom in a given city. Locatmg a referral source led<to locating
¢ service supplier orgamzatrons Locating service orgamzatrons in tufn, permits =
-© - analysis of charactenstrcs of cases referred and accepted, and assessment of the o
. - selectrvrty of the refen‘a] orgamzatron lmk o . .
% ’ ( e " IR . Lt R = ’~
. : Study PR‘“’UNS T T . ‘f”""}; . v e
A > The organizations provrdmg servrces to correctlons-refe;red cliepts share few
C o properties: they are-residential and non-residential; they. may serve exclusively a
* cnmmal justice (law offender) population-er a mixed clremele (“‘offerder”” and
o “non-offender”); they may seek or exclude alcoholics, drug addicts, persons with
T . psychiatric problems; they may aspire to’ accompllshmg maJor personal change >
. through resocrahzatrom in.a communal livin tuatlon may aim at.a more limited
s lrfe-style modlficatron such as avoidance ‘o, actwrhes or obtaining a job and V
3 a credit rating, or they may provide specrft services Such as employment .
~ : counseling: The organizations may get clients anywhere from pre-trial diversion tp
parole and confinement. Some programs even operate inside jails ‘and prisons. The-
I present study analyzes public and pnvate in-community programs, and the
- o f emphasis is on contracting for private in~cammunity programs. z .
To accomplish an orderly description of these ¢ommunity programs; and to
analyze-their role in corrections,? the study was' divided into three parts: a review

. of relevant exrstmg published data and to the extent possible on-going studles a -
: survey of a national sample of private organizations providing corrections-reldt
v . direct client services; and on-site field 1nvest1gat10ns of programs in several dlﬂ'erent
urban settings. : ‘

Field work in the Project’s pilot study locatron (Honolulu) and the four
mainland locations consrsted -of: (1) interviews with ofﬁcrals of agencies with
decision-making authonty over defendaqts or cottvicted persons which could result

. in referrals of such persons to commumty -based correctional services; (2) interviews °
with caseworkers directly. supervising .such .persons; (3) directors of specral—
screening, assessment, and.referral coordinating: orgamzatrons which result in

- referrals; (4) interviews with directors or business mganagers of organizations which
supply-community-based correctional services such as halfway houses, drug. and

_ alcohol treatment ‘programs, vocational ¢ounseling and education; and (5) making

‘ o~ arrangement to secure data appllcable to referrals and contracting from-tther
- o sources, such as files or data tapes in cies.

Referral -sources included cotirts, probation and corrections agencies on the
federal, state and, in some instances, local level. In addition, interviews, were held
N v ‘with directors of a number of referrdl eoorgdinating agencres and private projects.’

oo _ The- larger referral agencies such as probation or parole required a number of
' interviews with separate personnel wrth dec1sron makmg responsrblhtles for referral.

Ih many instances these interviews were als6 occasions for case-by-case coding of . Q/_/

referral information., o , X
~ The interviews with referral sources produced a list of orgamzatrons ‘which
presumably receivéd referrals. Other sources of information also were consulted.
These included: (1) érganizations. named by Staté Planning Agencies as receiving
. LEAA fundmg for correction programs; (2) local directories of organizations or
- : " resources for defendants, probationers, exprisoners, and paroleeg; (3) telephone
. directory (yellow .pages) llstmgg and ‘(4) organizations identified ?ﬁ\’thls project’s

1975 telephone survey of pnyate orgamzatrons Y™

*.
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Even this list did not exhausf the popt.ilation of .all organizations involved in
one® way or another in ptoviding services for clients referred: by justice or\ :
correctional -agencies. The effort to make ‘contact. wr all organizations named-by
any\referral* sougce as pmvtdmg services proved lmposs1ble It was difficult to
unambiguously define, services to criminal r;ustrce referrals. There\are some clearly -
specialized- organizations such.as halfway houses for former prisoners, ‘pre-release
or parole cliénts, but other services shade off gradually into the entire rangé of
human services provided by a very wide array of organrzatrons '

To the best of our knowledge no fype of correctional service progmm operating
in m\ﬁvqﬁeld sites was excluded from the set of organizations interviewed. The
set of organizations is large enough and is composed in such a way that data
produced in these interviews describe the major portron of such actlvmes in each
city. However, since the set of organizations is not a sample and not the ‘entire

(
. population, the data and conclusrons must be taken as limited to the 154

organizations studied. v. T » \
Many of the questlons posed in the interviews appeared to some respondents

to be sensitive. The budget, Sources of income, salaries paid to staff, monthly

admissions, number of clients completing the training, are of potentlal value in

_ criticizing and evaluatmg pfograms. No responsible admlmstrator can be-itfdifferent

o

) data set was incomplete, a decrsrory{vas made .to atterppt to>use available data .

to how the organization appears when such information is used to describe the
program. Sometimes the director chose not to provide the data. Some organizations

answers to all of the queéstions. Rather than ellmrnate all organizations on which the
when possible, and to excl%de cases only when a n ber of-items were ot

complete. To have restricted the interviews to 4hose organizations with complete
and accessible records on admissions, turnover, budget and staffing would have

simplified analysis consfderably, but would have brasé'd the results. The resulting

picture would have overstated the degree to which’ mmagement data are avallable _
It would have excluded many. organizations and made oh@cure some problems of

monitoring and evaluating contract performance. erewrse;,to have excluded
interviews ip which the respondent declined to-divulge an item of mfonnatlon
(almost always budget) would have resulted in. overestimating the degree to which
organizations are ‘compliant with requests for “informati®n. The” problem of "
information is a primary difficulty in monitoring the highly diffuse system
developing in Jcorrectlons Inthis regard the problems of the résearch may pre-
figure some problems in monitdxing and program evaluation. Although the policy
was to be inclusive, some of the lnter\pews which proved to be seriously incomplete
were dropped from analysis. Most ‘of the not completed interviews reflected the
absence of information in -accessible form rather. than outright refusal of the ,

program to take any-part in the study., In’ all cities the overall willingness to-be

_large number of intervieWs w
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interviewed and even answer detalled questlons about budgets (often mvolvrng

. extra work by the bookkeeper or fi nanacral officer}—even if gmdglngly, was

impressive.* - . .

Usable intérviews were obtained mth a total of 49 commumty-based correc-
tional service organizations in metropolitan Boston, 48 in San Francisco, 38 i in the
metropolitan Miami area, 15 in Madison, and 4 in Honolulu—a total of 154."

The.interviewers also attempted “to’ obtain copies of audlted budgets annual
reports, and other documentswrvmg data on the program, the organization, its’
support and costs. Obtalmng the documented data was usually the most-difficult
aspect of the field work.

The field work con;?ped more project time than antlcipated In eagp crty the

h heads of orgamzatlons posed schedullng problems .

Nk . N ' - u 4 e
. - : xi . : -
!‘ < , #P 1 u’) C*

I3

.did not have records sufficiently complete or well enough orgaplmeﬂ to- provide ~



Directors were usually busy and often mobile. They Were sometnme?YDt avallable

or changed appointments. They were as ‘wary as any. other executive of .having

» their time wasted° and they were also understandably eautious about opening up,
their ‘account books to. researchers. Call -backs were the "rule rather than the -~
exception. ,Moreover, as”more orgamzatl.ons were located in the. course of | P
. -intérviewing, the number of inteiviews grew and the time taken for them proved . =

, o }onger than anticipated. Data availability and-access proved a major problem,®and = -’

ST a constderable number of call backs were required both to negotiate entry and to ’
_» compile information from . lncomplete files on the organizations. +These call backs_
< continued by telephone in some instances after the on-site field work wa finishede
‘ Both these problems were compllcated by the great geographical dlsperslon of the -

: a study sites (from Honolwu to Boston) and two dlsruptlve events which occurred

L dlgwng the peak of our field work® in twp .cities: a transportation strike in San
o ' Francisco. and widespread ‘racial clashes in_Boston. \The latter made (interviewing-
' L . quite- complicated for many® weekS inesome sections of the cnty Interviewing.in -
. - some instances was necessary even after the main, field work was.completed in the |

; ' spring of 1976. It was necessary to telephone to get correct budgets or client flow

data, and in one instance conduct a series ‘of detdiled. interviews with an

orgdmzatlon whith was reorgamznng at the time of our-main field work The last
mtervnew was eompleted in July 1976.

»

_ Main Fmdmgs- An Overvnew o S oo

1. Laws duthonzmg eommumty supervmon of convncted persons and. contract-
2 ; ing with private orgammuons for correctional services have provided the tes in
the study with broad authority ‘ necessary for these* programs. Contract wlth
private service orgdnlzatlons provides greater flexibility to public agencies as well
as. opportumue's for program funding to private orgamzatlons However, full
ﬂex1b|l|ty to the agencies represents maximum uncertamty to the pnvatc vendor.
Contracting also-raises quesuons of monitoring and accolm{ablllfy,. requiring in turn-
‘ the formulation of a clear statement of what client services are to be provided and’
. ) : - what measures of service dellvery progrdm performance or client | response are to
' be dpplled ‘
. - 2. Referral networks in the urhdn areas studied are discussed in general terms. *
age There.is a major shortage of information about referrals of defendants and convicted 7
o persons to. community based programs.-Incomplete client data suggest” small
"differences between referred and. nonrefeﬂred cases. Unemployed persons, persons
. with more extensive crimifal histories, younger and nonwhite persons are more -
lnkcly.to be referred to programs in probation afid parole agencnes sampled. Referral'
-#s_heavily influenced by -availability of servipes, the issue of pgyment; “the
_ willingness, of the client .to accept the referral.: ew referral so s had CxpllClt
referral criteria. or lists of openings; responsibility fm referral restsS heavily on the -
) * caseworker. ,
* 3. Types of ()lg..lﬂl?dllon\ plowdmg> services. There are organizations special-
. izing in services, to persons rele feased from prison, persons referred by criminal court
for narcotics addiction tn,atment or other services to public offenders. However'a !
- . major proportion of direct client \CIVI(.C to persons conyicteq of offenses lie
- outside this set of specialized programs. The referral network is highly diffuse. This |
is also reflected in the funding. Programs whose major support “is from criminal -
"+ justice agencies comprise gbout 1 in 3 of all programs, less than 1 in 3. of private
Organizations. Programs whosc bng,gcst source- of support is drug or "alcohol funds
form another 1 in 3 of all Olbdandllon\
Most pmgmmx Op(,ldlL at hdoJ« capacity. The bulk of lefendls are of persons

-
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who already ‘'served some portion of sentence in tonfinément, or were on probation

_ and not likely candidates for confinement.-

_ 4, Cost figures are -difficult to. interpret because of the ambiguity of valifing
services rendered. In general residential ‘programs are ‘more expensive than

" riongesidential but variance is high. Mean daily per capitj' costs. range widely; for

private residential programs it is approximately $25 per day.” Community based
programs operated by government have lower.mean costs ‘than those operated by

private organizations, but no simple assumption of equivalence of services is
warranted. The _proportion of capacity utilized, the sizé of budget, the proportion of

. the budget which- was supplied by government payments, the number of referral

sources sending clients and the percentage of all admissions which were criminal
justice referrals, all contribute to the variance of mean daily cost. For private

. programs ‘the client staff ratio, the per:‘centage of capacity utilized and the -

percentage of all referrals which are criminal justice referrals, are most important. -
5. Accountability was most often in terms of - process (number of clients
admitted, @verage daily cénsus) rather than.in terms of client perforniance (number
completing various stages; ratio of graduates to dropouts; offense data). N
6. Implications of findings for planning, administration and research are

* discussed in terms of three regommendations: (a) the necessity for referral sources
and service vendors to develop, jointly planned monitoring and accountability

procedures. A mgjor component of such monitoring would be a greatly improved
information systetn on referrals; (b) the need to undertake studies on the_capacity
of community based private programs for supervision of ‘a determined nimber of
clients of specified types:. (c) the logic of decision making in referring clients to
community based programs. , ’

Notes To Introduction

! The mechanism of subcontracting is used by government to obtain both
general administrative services (such as the operation of a food service) and direct
service to clients'(such as education or psychological counseling). Such contracting

~ can be for services:provided inside the institution or, outside ‘the institution. The

focus of the present study is on contracting with private organizations for direct
services to clients provided ‘outside the institution (*in the community™). General

‘problems in contracting are discussed in Heyman (l%i‘)’, Law and Contemporary

Problems (Winter 1964. Spring 1964) and in relation to halfway houses in Beha
(1975). Performance contracting is discussed in Garfinkl and Gramlich (1973).4 -
2 “Private”” denote’s both_those orizanizations for which a market exists aside

. from cofrectional agencies (such as mental health services, drug tfgatment,

vocational placement) and’organizations highly or entirely ndent upon criminal
justice contracts and referrals. It also includes “self-service Jroups, for a discussion
of which see Ballabon (1972). The earlier forms of private grams for the shelter
and assistance of ex-prisoners shodld not be ussun’i\%’d t&be unchanged today, as
will be pointed out at several places in thisreport. James Beha (1975) remarks on
the development from carlier prisoner aid {type halfway houses to contemporary
contract orgunizations stating that today: oo '

“'the methods whiCh bring the offender out of the institutional systetn_into the
* community are also pulling the community programs into institutionai~Munc-
tions. The early hostility of the criminal justice system to halfway houses saw
their mission as undoing the damage .done by a 'correction\s system. They were
extremely wary of goverhment intervention and their direct successors have
maintained” this view. The mare general shift from this stance to one of
cooperation should be clear . . . (Beha, p. 446) '
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" See also tﬁe chapter ‘op community corrections by Elizabeth and James

Vbrenhcrg in Lloyd Ohlin (}973). for a discussion of the growth of this type of = -
- program, Gorelick (1975), an Greenberg 1‘1975) for critiques, and the review by’

David Rothman (1973).

3 American Bar Association—Correctional Economics Center, Standards and

Goals Project: Plan.for Cost Analysis of the Corrections Report (Washmgton
D.C.:"Author, January 1975) ‘supplies useful definitions of ‘‘corrections’”, *‘com-
mumty -based torrections’’, and ‘‘community-related activites”’

(a) Corrections —corrections is generally used to refer to a pre-trial detention
and release, sentencing, post-Conviction detention, probation, parole and
other’ community-based programs; when the term is used to refer to a
narfower set of post-conviction activities, it is so specified. *-

(b) Community-based cotrections —post-conviction correctional activities that
are based primarily in a ‘‘non-secure” commumty setting, which either
constitute alternative sentencing dispositions to sequre institutional incar-
ceration or alternative programs for offenders upon- release from a secure
institution (while both probation-and parole activitiés are the major existing
components- of community-based corrections as ‘it is defined here, these

_two activities will be analyzed independently in the Standards and Goals
Project). { ‘

(¢) Community-related activities —pre-conviction and post- conVlctlon activi-

ties, residential or nonresidential. which provide persons in the criminal
. justice system with opportunities for contact with a cé’r\g_r,n/umty during
work or leisure. - _ -

4+ In two instances, however. igportant organizations refused to agree to be

interviewed. Both were large therapeutic communities which were open to thé

public in some of their programs (*‘games"’ or interpersonal confrontation sessions)

and which made major effotts to solicit good will and contributions from the public-
) were primarily for-narcotic addicts, providing communal
living, confrontatior, and attack therapy in group sessions; both raised a substantial
amount of mon Y. each year-from public contributions and a variety of business
enterprises and “ifguts of client (member) labor. Both claimed an uniquely high
success rate wit®ients; both stated that the kinds of information and the Counts
requested would not “‘adequately present the valie of thelr programs.’’ - Both
declined to supply information after a discussion of the specific interview questions
on client flow. split, budget, source and amount of funding. The director and
founder of one of these organizations ipitially approved our collecting data, but
-subsequently withdrew permission ut‘tel{-‘reviewing the questions on budget and
client termination. He threitened to fir¢ any staff member who we quoted and
regarded a very low completion rate as being potentially misleading and damaging
to the image of the organization. We leyét our report, thus, does not reflect these
orgunizations’ contributions to the referral ahd service systems in the cities in which
they are located.

5 This experience is not uncommon in studies of u)mmunlty bdsed corrections.

An excellent study under the direction of Joan Mullen (Abt Associates, 1974)
sought follow-up data on pre-trial services plogmm participants who. did not

complete the program to compare with fecidivism data on program graduates. A
o tabulation of the reasons why these data were not in general possible to obtain from
the programs is interesting and-in several fhstance§ resonates with oui own
experience. In Boston® u.tu)\putlve selection not feasable due fo réstricted access
to court lecmds.' in Cleveland “project staff not permitted direct access tp
probation fecords;’ “in San Antonio “court records inadequate for control selu-
tion:"" in Atlanta “insufficient staff uvailable for ¢ontrol selection and follow- -up.’
" The project summarizes hazards of attempting to obtain client data:
. Xiv

£
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(1) Access to appropriate records was restricted in some jurisdictions
. . . Projects wére often

h by law or the discretion of court admlmsimtors
hesistant to negotiate access, as they were not edger to expend the ti

<«

o nor \wllmg to ‘test’ their relatlonshlps with court personnel.

(2AWithin many of the courts served: by the program available- @records and
) - ..

&

cord keepmg systems were severely ‘deficient.
3) Locating and eliciting adequate information from former defendants was

S extremely difficult. (Abt.Associates, pp. 9-10)
.- The third reason was not pperatlve in our study although it was brleﬂy consndered

- and rejected as a possibility in the planning phase.
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~of '‘in lieu”

. HISTORICAL LEGAL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE comexr FOR

| .~ " CONTRACTING . -

Al Growth and Support for anafe
Contracting Y

Historically, law enforcement 'ﬁnd ddmlmstratlon}
f ‘criminal justice have fdllen enurely under the

jurisdiction of the state. Through its_criminal laws,

he state defines and pums‘hes criminal ‘acts dnd
rvises the ‘prosecution and defense of ¢riminal
offenders. However, modifications and changes in
two sectors of the criminal justice system have.
recently served to broaden and diversify the meaning -

_and practical scope of corrections.

One of these changes involves the substitution of
private organizations for government agencies—q the
direct provision of services to defe
victed persons. The other concerns sukervision ard/

~or provision of services in the open ¥ommunjity

instead of within closed institutional , settingS™" The
impact of these changes is now becoming tangible. ”

- Together, these ideas are significant and far reaching
~in their implications for corrections. They have the

potential of either diverting many-persons from
involvement with the formal machinery of justice or
extending the reach of formal.social regulation in our
society. S

Whether{ or not these changes result in a new
approach to ecuons 'a number of interesting and
important administrative, constitutional, and fiscal
questions are raised. Certainly more systematic infor-
mation is needed before we can fully assess the
impact of these changes.

The present study provides some data on the role
of contracting to obtain client services on several
levels in community corrections: pre-trial diversion
referrals to community programs; pro-
bation supervision; pre-release programs for persons

.committed to the Department of Corrections; and

_parole. Data are presented not on probation or parole
supervision per se but only ‘insofar as these have
implications as forms of referral to community-based

_programs. The interest is in persons not as offenders

or probationers or parolees, but as clients of pro-

* grams_external to criminal justice or corrections

institutions.

.
'S

The study to be reported here egxamines this
important phenomenon in the ‘)resent dialogue.over
correctional prlormes and strategies. Recent devel-
opments have* ‘contributed to a. greater interest in
contracting with private organizations for commu-
nity-based corrections.

The expectation that treatment programs in insti-
tutional settings would bring a significant reductiop
in p’ost-ﬁel’easé recidivism appears to have been over-
optimistic. Widely publicized summaries and com-

mentariés on field studies evaluating correctional

treatment programs have led té a gre\atly diminished
interest and support for such programs in institu-
tions, and have lent indirect support to'the drgument
for community supervision of offenders

In some states there has been the elimination of

indeterminate sentencing in favor Qf flat_terms of -

“imprisonment. Nationally therqgarc serious proposals

for elimination of parole as ‘Presently understood,
and making the participation in institutional (prisoh)
treatment programs voluntary ‘and not related to

‘release criteria;. These plans stipulate that: custodial

prlsons lmposmg flat terms as punishment should be

““last resort’~ dispositions and that commumty -based
programs should be aviilable for many persons who
are not in prison (Fogel, 1975:264).. Recently, the
prison census has registered. a rapid rise in“the
number of persons confined to federal and state

prisons, reaching an all time high of 283,268 on
December 31, 1976 (Law Enforfement News, March
1977). Federal court rulings that -many of” these

prisons are so oVercrowded as to constituté unfit-

places for human habitation have exerted strong
influence on states to relieve prison population

pressure. This undoubtedly means that community-

based programs offer fiscal and legal advantages.
'I‘here has been a revival of intefest in deterrent
effects of sanctions more swiftly and certainly im-

posed. However, fiscal crises in many cities have led

to actual or‘th!rcatened cutbacks in law enforcement
and correctional programs, even to the extent of
reductions in the police force. Again, these develop-
‘ments would appear to favor private sector commu-
niy programs.

,' , -
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" o "able 1 Summary of interview: ~ed. ) g \
fo 4 B =
/ / i J = Boston Dade County Madison Sdn Francisco’ \ otal
/ - é
Referral Source Agencies Interviewed: ( . n O
' +  Federal Buredu of Prisons, Federal roba- ¢ ¢ “ U- '
J tion-and Parole . : ;2 1 11 1 { i 2 e T
State or Coumy Prcbatlon A S 2 1 ."l 1 1 - 1 6
State Corrections ______. .| ___ N — T — — 2
I . 4 1 I 4.
2 1 4 1 1 4
3 ro q 1 1 6
7 4 | — — 1
-— S — - — —_—
18 8 6 5 6 40
/ . B
49 38 4, 15. . 48 154
- 92 70 9 30 99 300

LY

+ * In Florida, Parole and Probatiort are found in ohe state agency.

e

Concurrent with all of the foregoing, . .there has
been a steady growth in community- -based programs. .
at all stages of criminal justrce rocessing: ‘
" pre-trial diversioh and intervention; .
condition of deferred prosecution or deferred
acceptance of plea of guilt; ~ -,
condition of ltprobatton
. means of serving last few months of a term of -

confinement (pre-release programs);
. condition 0@parole~ either at initial release or
as a dlsposmon at révocation. } , \

. \

) Prob|ems Addressed by the Sfudy

In the, study reported here the overall ingerest is to

. understand the significance of the private sector in
) g‘o*vpdmg services to Justrce and ‘corrections agen-
i€s. How. (and by whom)r are persons referred to
‘*ﬂ_. privately operated pr(igram in lieu of trial or
B her”agency dispositions
and 5ccepteqr by thése organizations (par}
A:0mp, ’*\mth th‘e total caseload of the

.

s

-

. 3 &’&f‘persons diverted
“from cnmmal;gustrcé prbgrams ‘or while under sen-
. \tencc ina correctronal agency, and presents data on .
supighe varieties of private sector vendors of community-
; sed correctrons the laws authorizing or facilitating
3 ch programS' the sources of referrals and the
.~ manner in which referrals are madé; the characteris-
" tics:of defendants and offenders referred to commu-
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» nit); organizations éqmpared with those who are not;

What kinds of cases are/ -

forms of contracting and :perceptions of advantages
and disadvantages of contracting; the costs incurred,
both in general and in relation to alternatives; what
transpires-between referral sources and private orga-
nizations which supply services; the structure of
program servrces and client flow in the organizations;
and ‘the income (sources and amgounts of support)
which sustains the organizations and the frole ‘played
by contracting in securing support. . s )
“The* Specral interest of this rese?rch prO_]eCt was
contractmg (OF subcontractlng) as a‘means of obtain-"
ing program services from organizations. Both refer-
rals and organizations ‘are. presumed to operate, in '
contexts or environments which are best assessed by
observing ﬁthem in various community settings. For
this reason‘rto capture the wide variations in pnvate
‘Correctlonal arrangements, data were gathered in five,
metropolrtan areas in the Umted ‘States: Boston,
Massachusetts Dade County, Flonda Honolulu, Ha-
waii; Madrson Wrsconsm and San ‘Francisco,-
‘Califorhia. "ta include iriterviews with personnel in
criminai justice agencies and in community-based
programs, as shown in tables-1 and 2. Client data
also obtained when accessrble chiefly from
government agencies.

£

C. Statutes Relevant to Community
Corrections o

There are basrcally two types of legal regulations
that affect, the environment, of community corrections

programs: those_that regulate the flow of persons
into programs, and those that penam to the fundlng

15 \
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Table 2 Organizqtions selected for studies in each of five cities &

T

Management and Primary Source . ' Lt

of Contracf, Fund'jr_ig Boston Dade d‘opnty» Honoluluﬂ‘ ~ Madison * San Francisco Totals

. Govervnmenl‘ : S ’ _ e
Justice_.___ SRS UL L 3 3 2 4 .3 15
Substance Abuse .___ .ol oo . 2 1] ' 3 22
Other __._._ D R 7 g 4 12

' Private o
Justice______ .. 10 ! 6 7 : 30
Substance Abuse 19 ; 1 4 15" 43
Other il '8 ¢ 1 1 16 32
Total e 49 38 4 15 48 - 154
" - 3 - »

) ® 4 ’ .‘ . . ) X
“of programs ‘Often associated with the latter cate-

gory are regulations concemrng the licensing and

' operatlon of programs.

.

. criminal justice proces‘s

Both types of regulatlons exist on the federal and
State levels. However, while federal referral regula-
tions affect only thosé persons involved in the federal
court and correctronal system, and have little effect
on_the states,, federa "fundlng regulations. most pro-
Youndly affect. ‘persons; involved with the state and
county court and correctronal systems. .

Laws that authonze or mandate referral of persons
"to communlty prdgrams exist at four stages of the
: pre-trial (diversion), post-
adjudication, ‘ during ncarceration (work furlough),

‘and after prison (pre'release parole). Within each of
srs are often further differen- -

these categoneN)fft%
‘ltwhat is perceived to be their

tiated according: to
“prlmary prolkem 'or the type of law violated.

-Thus, one often: ﬁnds in-some ‘of the referral stages

s specific to drug abusers, alcohol’ abusers, youth

;oﬁ'ende'rs first oFEénders misdemeanants, etc,

A review of federal and state legislation au(}honz-

- ing or mandatrng ‘referragl to community programs

=

revealed that vrrwally every criminal justice agency

cof custody ‘and -shpervision has been vested with

lﬁroad dlsqretronary poWers: to pass at least partial
‘authority for. su
'ublrcly or pnvm;ly perated cemmunity programs.
Wrth,respeot"to unding, it is clear that the
provision, of funds Specifically desrgnated for the use
wrignted programs represents only a small

- part of the p&dttre As citizens, offenders are eligible

for SErvtces Anprograms not specifically oriented to
theu‘ legal tatps.

A compléx system of federal and state legislation

au#honzes the funding of programs that have signifi-

‘cant contact Wrth persons in some way involved with

I v

V\Slon in the community along to

‘illness, or unemployment are often seen as the caus

- vention, Treatment and

the criminal justice systém. The relevant legislation

~ is frequently specifically oriented toward the funding’

of programs dealing with offender populations; but
just as often programs receive -funds disbursed to
ameliorate urban problems (alcoholism, drug abuse,

ental health, ‘unemployment) much’ broader than-’
ﬂXﬁ)ﬁ’fender population. Mpreover,’ the fieldwork
showed that criminal justice agencies make extensive |
use of these community programs not primarily
oriented to offenders

.Many offenders ﬁnd their way into these broad-
based community programs because they are per-

_ ceived by legal officials to have as the cause of their

criminal behavror, one or more of thie preblems \to
which these programs are onented}For example
primary problems such as substance‘abuse, mental

of cnmlnajsl ‘offenses like? robbery, rape, burglary,
assault, shoplifting, or forgery. .

‘In addition to federal LEAA’ funding, federal funds
are ‘available to community programs through the
Comprehensive Alcohol 4bhuse and Alcoholism Pre+
habilitation Act of 1970
(P.L. 91-616), the Drug Abuse ‘Office and Treatment
Act of 1972 (P.L. 255) the Community Mental
Health Centers Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-164), and the
Comprebensive Employment and Training Act of
1973 (P.L. 93-203). These laws make funds available
to states willing to establish comprehensrve services
in conformity with federal requit¢menty: The typical
model in each of these legally defined ‘areas involves
the designation of a single state agency with gverall
authorrty to plan a program of services. The empha-
sis is on comprehensiveness, planning, and integra-
tion of services. Use of private agencigs is permrtted
and in some cases encouraged. Thise private “pro-
grams which negotiate contracts with federal or st;ite

3
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dgenmes disbursing federal funds, subject‘themselves
~>to conslderable regulation LUI]\,LIIHIIE program onm
Content and accounﬂnblllty ’

As already suggested, empirical evidence on refer- -

ral$ indicates that the criminal justice system ‘is
'maklng extensive use of non-criminal justice pro-
grams. Thig is-due at least in part to the fact that
they are \nhout direct cost,to the criminal. justice
agencies Which, even though they are -often author-

_ized to negotiate . their own. contracts, tend to be .

chronically underfunded. The discovery of the wide-
spread dlelablllly and use of non-offender programs
funded in part by the federal government raises
1mportdnt questions Concermng, the rhetoric and
reality of _contracting and the relative efficacy of
programs more directly orientgd to the clients’ fegdl‘

status. -
V'l

b

D. Funding and Referral Contracts

For the purposes of this reygort, a ““contract™ is

defined as a mutally beneficial, legally binding agree-

mant between a source of funds and a‘xour(.e of
treatment or services. The agreement specifies their
mutual obligations regdrdlng such matters as services
to be provided, compensation, and procgdures of

referral and intakeof clients. This definition therefore -

excludes consﬁperation of grants from the United

Way, gifts from private foundations, service agree-

“ments not involving compensation. -and entitlements
(e.g.. social-security, food stamps, medicaid. welfare,

etc.). We are most interested in those arrangements

in which a public agency exchanges funds for -some
influence in defining the target popuLmon and activi-
ties OPErommunity-based priv . We shall refer
to these arrangem.- s oy

Contracts are but one sou;  of revénue. of orga-
nizations. They are, however, tht most pervasive
means by which organizations meet their expenses.
A contract is often the critical means by which new

programs start. Moreover. the survival or failure of

programs is at least indirectly related to the organi-
zation's capacity to obtain and renew contracts.

Public funding sources may be partitioned into
three categories: criminal justice sources, substance
abuse sources, and a residual ¢category. dispersed
* governmental sources. These sources d?cr in the
~degree to which they are involved with the criminal
justice system. . «

The first, criminal_justicé sources. define their

/ r‘ldlgt,[ population exclusively as pcnonx diverted

{rom or sentenced to a criminal justice or corrections
'dgency Criminal justice funding’ sources include the

Law- Enf6rcement
(LEAA), vanqus agencies of custody and Junsdlc-
- tion, and, in -sOme instances, direct govemmental ‘

‘appropnatmns

’ Health (NIMH).

Assistance Administration

As the ‘name’ of the category might Suggest
substance abuse funding’ sources support drug and
alcohol treatment programs or pay for other services’

- to clients with alcohol or"drug problems. Drug and-

alcohol programs usually ];Mve a ‘mixed cdientele. in
the sense that only a portion is currently involved
with the criminal justice system. Many clients in

~ drug and alcohol programs enter them under no:

direct pressure from criminal justice agencies. Of
(t_hose that are referred or pressured by criminal

"justice agencies, some have violated criminal laws’

directly related to substance abuse (e¢.g.. sale, pos-
session, or use of drugs, public inebriation, or.drunk
driving). Others_have violated more general criminal -
laws but are Rercelved by tegal officiais to have
substance abuse as an undellylng problem. For

-example, burglars may be supporting heroin addic-

tion. The more important substance abuse funding
agencies are the National Institute of Drug Abuse
(NIDA) and the National Institute of Alcohollsm dnd
Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA). J

Dispersed funding sources also have. broad based
target populations which may include‘a portion of
criminal justice related clients. Among the major
funding sources is the Department of Labor (DOL) .
Comprehgnsnve Employment and Training Act
(CETA) which- supports’ general employmvnt pro-

grams gnd programs specificallv TR TN LA
the “*‘Model Ex-Offender Pr .
tant source of suppori

or offendc: .waie of Mental

is the' Natio

There are two types of fu .ing contracts:_block
grants and fee-for-service, arrangements. Block grants
provide general support- Hfor programs regardless of
variation in number of clienty served or number of
servicé units delivered (e.g.. days of’treatment,
counseling sessions, hours of service delivery).

Funditig arrangements are quite complex. Many
programs are dependent upon funds originating from

“the federal governmerit. However, it is important to

recognize that federal funds are intertwined. with
state and local matching funds. Moreover, federal
funds are very often distributed to contractors
through state or local offices (e.g.. state planning
agencies, councils on criminal justice, county consor-
tiums, substance abuse agencies, and burcaus of
alcoholism). From the point of view of private

- community programs, contracts with state or local®

>
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_this Study

agencies are often referred to as ‘federdl money. "’
However, in our conventiory for classifying sources
of funding, source is determined by the most imme-
diate public agency "which negotiated the . contract
and dispersed. the funds. Thus, for example, if an

* organization received a grant dlrectly from LEAA in

Washtihgton, -t is classified as a federal contract in-
If the program received LEAA funds
from“a state . planning agency, it is classified as a..
state contract. If, however, the state planning agency
prowded a block grant to a county jail or local
Cnmlnal Justlce council which in turn contracted with
a community-based program f0r servrces it is classi-

.- fied as a local contract.

Myitiple funding sources for the samé program 0r

~ organization, state and local match for-federal funds,

and changes in ddﬁnmreﬂ“ive structures distributing
funds are common. No model of simple funding
categories can adequately reflect the true complexity
of the financial arrangements by which community
programs are supported. This complexity cannot be
ignored, however, since cost considerations are ines-
capable in developing an adequate description of the
rolg of ‘cofrunity correctiong.

- The' funding structure for community programs
was examined in each of the five cities. Although a
detailed comparison among cities could not be made,
cerfain commonalities and \ariations among the cities
merit attentlon LEAA, NIDA, NIAAA. and CETA
funds are ritous; they are)major sources of funds

COmi;: . programs in all the cities we studied.
ihese funds, however, arg-used in -somewhat differ-
ent ways in the different cities.- In Boston Substantial
LEAA funds are distributed to the Department of
Corrections which uses them to cofitract with, private
programs, In'San Francisco, Miami and Madison,
LEAA funds are distributed directly to community
programs by the use of block grants. However, in
Miami LEAA funds are frequently funneled thorugh
coordinating referral agencies. LEAA funds in Hon-
.olulu are not extensrvely used for direct client
services to adults. Funds are granted to the Depart-
ment of Social Services and Housing which then

+ contracts with a halfway house for services.

Similar variation exists in modes of drstrrhutron of

NIDA. NIAAA, and CETA funds with the former

two often being combined_with general-fedegal. state.
and local mental pealth funds. NIDA and NIAAA
are usually dlstr’huted and monitored by speual
divisions of depdrtmems of heath. CETA funds are
‘distribute a ‘'prime sponsér,”’ often departments
_or units of g vemment Thue is a strong tendency
for federal fuhds to be locaily ddmrmxtered _most

. rad ) ) B : {
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contracts “are negotiated between a local agency and
community programs. \

State and local funds also provide support for
community programs both independently and in the,
-form -of matching funds. However, criminal justice
agencres themselves disburse.less funds for commu-
" vnity-baséd corrections than had ‘been antrcrpated
Mdﬁy of these agencies simply do not have the funds
for the purchase of community corrections services.

E\ Key Issues in, Contructmg

Observatlons and interviews during the on-site,
field research srevealed several important issues in-_
~ volved in contr@ctmg for human services. Some of

these issues are specrﬁc to contracts negotiated by
criminal’justice agencies; others.are relevant to any
human servicecontract between a public agency and

" a private organization. However, both types of issues

center around problems of flexibility, stability, ac-
.countahility, effectivéness, and cost. These issues

. and proBlems are interrelated in a complex manner.

Flexibility is very often given by public agencies
as a major reason for contracting with private firms
rather than starting a new public program. Flexrblllty
is provided by the fact that thé use of contracts,
especially of the fee-for-service type. necessitat~s no
major commitment on the part of the public ¢ .«
ing age o the provision of services at any

pe . . 3 . .
particular wcvel (number of clients) or for any partic-

ular per'?iod of time. Should funds become scarce or
should client characteristics shift, a contract can be
terminated or allowed to lapsg with minimum- diffi-
culty. Public agencies contrasted this flexibility with
the rigidity involved in starting a néw public pro-
gram. Primarily because the staff of public programs
must be civil service, with all the tenure implications
thereof, . institution of ‘a publicly operated program
necessitates a strong commitment by a public agency
toward the continued provision of a service at a level
at least hrgh enough to justify a given Ievel of staff.
Public programs are not ag easily altered m response

to budget or service need changes as are Contrdctugl .

relationships with private programs. P
‘Those features of contracting that provrde flexibil-

ity to the public agency. however, present serious

problems of stability to the private program. #n order

to be able to recruit quality”staff, to arrange for .

‘physical facilities, and to create an effective program,
private organizations yequire some measure of pre-
-»drctdbrhty concerning the flow, of clients and funds
into the program. Many private programs have
attempted to protect themselves from the negative

\
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effects of contracting agency flexibility by building
up a diversified pomoho of funding sources. By this
means, they minimize the dfuts on the programs of
withdrawal of any one source. of funds. The director

of one Honolulu drug treatment program’ attributed,

the (/tablhty of funding of his program ‘to the large

. number of. sources he*has brought together to fund

the program. Ag,gordmg to\him: **Our funding is
stable because it is dlverslﬁed Eve:y source of
revenue buys a plece of the aatlon

Such a strategy. however.ds not without increased

" administrative cost to the program. It means hustling

., not one grant or cantract but several.

Moreover, it
means segregating different classes of clients or
designing a program that simultane sly meets the

o .
program, service. evaluatlon and fiscal requirements

‘of several pUbllL agencnes As the number of funding
sourtes increases, the time” spent _satisfying their
requrements must increase. It is not uncommon to
find a-private program keepmg several sets-oftbooks
to conform with the accounting requnements of
scverdl funding agencies. One pre- release halfway
house which had contracts with both state and
federal correctional agencies recently sfarted a sepa-
rate new house for the federally funded cliems in
order to be better able to cope with the program and

" fiscal requirements of each of the agencies. In so

¥

6

doing it undoubtedly raised administrative costs and
may have sacrificed economies of scale.

" — Private programs have other means of responding

to the flexibility made possible by contracting.: One
ir')triguing approach discovered in the sites was the
organized attempt of programs to gain control dver

or influence with the funding sources. Organizations™’
of service providers are common, especially among

the substance abuse programs. They frequently have
a formal. legally sanctioned input to funding deci-
sions. The San Francisco Coordinating Council on
Drug Abuse. a coalition of private and public drug

- abuse programs. is the Technical Advisory Commit-

tee to the County Drug Program Coordinator and a5
such reviews and evaluates proposals far funding.
often submitted ‘by its own members. In Hawaii. the
Oahd Drug Abusc Coualition (()DA() represents
another example of pfogram input to fund|n5 deci-

* sions. The Coalition was given a direct appropriation

of $314.089 by the State Legislature for fiscal year
1976 which it .divided among its membership (6
programs). ODAC also makes recommendations con--
cerning applicafons from vendous which are nor’
members of ODAC (e. g.. New programs).

In sum."the imphcations of the flexibility afforded
public agencies by contracting are complex. That

/ .

__cpmtrol that public ¢

which is ﬂexnblhty for the public agency fis unpredict-
ability for the private program. Pri lyate programs
cannot be seen as passive objects but rhther as actlve
participants in seeking to reduce funding uncertamty

’ The skategles employed By private programs dnclude ;

‘the d;vermﬁcatnon of funding and the collective
xercnse of influence in funding. decisions.. s
Closely related ‘to the issue -of ﬂClelllly 1s that, of
accountabitity and control. For the contracting
~agency! the issue ‘is §pecifically whether value is
ICCCIVCd for resources expended. Criminal justice

. agenues have.a special concern over the level of .

control the program maintains over Criminal Justi’ce
referrals. :
The findings’ were mnxed regarding the level of
tracting agencies exercise over
contracted private programs. Some informants in
public agencies pointed wijth pride at their system of -
“programs »w\nt‘lz which they contracted for services. .
Others descTibed their -contractual relationships as-
unsatisfactory. The ultimaté sanction which can be ,
administered to a program not fulfilling its obligations -
is termination of the contract. However, the feaSlbll—
ity of this action appears to’ vary among agencies.
One agency with many contracts for.alcoholism _
services cited several examples of contracts. termi- -
nated for a lack. of fiscal accountability or failure \to
deliver services. According to the contracting officer
once a serious problem is discovered, the agéncy
immediately gives 60 days notice of termination-of
the contract. During this petiod the agency attempts f
* to work out the problem with the program.
Other ageggcies were less sanguine about the use

‘1,of this method of control. On the issue of temuna;

tion. an mformdnt ln anotherflty stated:

It is htnd-_to. termlnatc a contract’in (this) state
~ government in less than.a year or twp even when
yoy thC the contractor dedd to nghts

During the fieldwork, several examples were en-
countered of grossly inefficient programs which' con-
tinped to be funded out of political considerations or
simple inattention by the contracting agency.,

“There seemed to be some consensusTamong con-
lldLllng agencies that a high level of supervision is
negessary 1o ensdure performance by l‘lleC pro-
grams. Monitering often incudes on-sit ctions,
financiak dUdl[S formdlI evaluations, dnd fo;/ up
contacts with clidhts. One experienced opntrgct offi-
cer who had suggested that the key to’ servnce quahty
is close supervision. also found that Jdrge organiza-
tions with trained staff and regular procedures re-
quire less sup_(y vision than smaller progrdms ‘

P
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. “Two_practices in copfract: monitogng were com-
monly mentioned by dgency staff and/or program
directors as troublesome. @ne f the cdmplaint that
to keep ip\'(’:onformfty with ¢h ffges‘ federal taw -
and regulation requiré’% rewriting/ contracts fre-
quently, particularly in those—instances where con-’
traelg_are for one year of Jless and renewable.”
Renegotiating or rewriting gontracts is #]so an

‘bbligue means by which yendor compliance with

contragt requirements is, M intained. A second fprac-
tice’ widely mentidned as inlgh' “

personal, site visits to pro ams by agency personnel.
Program operators. compli#ned that personal visits
consumed stff time in the: organization and dealt
with issues which could be covered in written reports
on 4 monthly or demand schedule. :

"¢ »A major problem encour;(ered in. monjtpring con-

tracting.for human services ‘is determinihg whether .
the services were ever delivered. Ths problem is
especially acutes in son-residential ‘programs. The
characteristics of the population thap réceives human
serviges make follow-up of clients by the agency
extremely difficult.. Clients. are often transient and
not oriented to assisting public agepcies to determine
whether they got their money's wilirth. )
The major source Of ‘andbiguity in contract -moni-
toring is the absence of criteria of performance or
outcome desired. Some contracts_were found which
did not include any criteria by which service delivery
could be measured. or by which it could be deter-

‘mined if a service had been delivered at all (for
- ‘example, -Wc contracts did not specify any number

of cliéents ¥ contacts for any given time period).

icient is Monitorng viaé

Where- monitoring criteria were explicit, process |

measures were typically used. Programs were evalu-
ated chiefly in terms of cost. beds occupied. or
clients admitted. Where applicable. the split- rate or
expulsion rate or bath were taken as indirect indica-
tors of how well or badly the program was doipg.

Few programs had data on recidivism of their clients ¥

such as new. copviction. return to prison. person-
days free of arrest or evidence of resqmed’drugxusc,
or secemed subject to review by the agency om such
criteria, - ’ .
Recidivism datzr are almost never used in program
evaluation because of the difficulty of collection and
the fact, that they are usually so dated that suc
information could have #ittle effect on the program

by th&\time the data are in hande T
C.rimlﬁu"g'ustice agencies encounter special prob-

lems. of glccountszility and control. Being strongly
oriented to the client's offender status. criminal
justice agencies generally prefer a high level of

' S
\
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curveillance and control over their referrals. These

narcotics, curfew observance, and above all, an
immediate réport if the client Ieavé_s the program ot
is. AWOL. Some privately operated programs are
staffed by people whé are indifferent to these cony
cerns and even opposed to the social control priori-
ties of criminal justice agénciess Many programs;
especially in alcoholism treatmen{, report that they

spedtal considerations may mclud%unlinc wesing fu
n

only Wvoluntary" :;d,miSsions and discourage -,

criminal justice? agencies from coercing clients to
. - ko3 '
enter their programs. However, most programs ré-

ported that they, would at least netify "the criminal -,

justice referral agengy if a referred client 14t the
program or, engaged in cyiminal behavior. Few; if
any. substance abuse ggntracts specifically require

-

NG

the contracting-program’ to cooperdte withsgriminal . .
A

justice agencies. « L

agencies exercise even less control ovey those pro-

Our, general ‘impression is that cr’im“i:am )

grams. with which they do ~Hot *have contfiets. If a
criminal justice agepcy desires serious attention to .
its concerns, it musy contract with the private
programs directly. The larger the proportion of the -
program's budget it contributes the more attention
its priorities ‘will likely receive. ' . ’

A final issue directly related to flexibility and

control must be raised. The image and rhetoric of
contracting assume the, model of-a free market
economy in which the plblic agency purchases
human’ servicés from one orseveral of a pool of ,
programs willing and able- to provide the service. .
Contracts are made with those programs which are, ’
at the time, offefing the best product at the lowest
cost. According to the model, programs will be
motivated to provide maximum -service at mininiu_n‘).
cost because of the competitive market. '

.
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Analysis of, some of the major laws affecting e

furfding agencies and .programs. as
fieldwork experience in the. five cities suggest that
this image is considerably and increasingly divorced
from reality. Federal administration regulations spec-
ify the form and content of any program receiving
federal funds directly or indirectly. Even though
these regulations are not always followed, the fact
remiains that private programs réceiving federal
funds, especially in the substance abuse area, must
be prepared to standardize services in conformity
with these requirements. Those programs, then,
become somewhat distinct from other programs not
subject to such requirements. This situation restricts
-the pool of programs eligible for contracts.

Federal legislation-also emphasizes a planned com- )

/f\._']
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—~ prehensive approac.h‘to the delivery of sérvices. 'fhe .

"single ’stdte h{,cncy“ evu’y state mus( have to

ted system of servnces without qupllcatlon To
- the extent that partlcular programs become part of
an mtegrated system, competitiort~is strongly inhib-
ited. Components_of an integrated_system annot be
gasily changed without disrupting, that system.

In sum, the system that is developing at the fedetal
level is one of a planned economy. It has few of the
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characteristics of the free market. Entrance to the

field- is - inhibited .by program lequnrempnts Innova- -

tion is reduced for the same reason. ‘There is less

competitién among semcé deliverers. Licensing re-,

quiremnts are |ncredsmgly lmportdnt Many private
program take on'a quasn public character as they
receive public funds. Perhaps the major dlfference
between them and public programs. is that their
employees enjoywno civil service: protectlons a

.

feature “which doés not _escape the notice of rade

unions. " . - - ‘&
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A. The ”hefer’rol Sfructure” o

The referral process in Jach of the five cities is
different and qyife compfex. Each city has developed
its own method of processing. people throggh the
crlmmal justice systent. To describe these processes

® in‘somk detdil represenfs a major task; pefhaps, an

KN mpossnble one. “However, by using a co imon ana-’

lytle ‘framework for each city, we can present “an

ovefview of the reférral process which can be used

. to 1dent|fy commonalities and differences m the
¥structure among the cities.

The referral $tructure in a city can be dlfferentldted
into four distinct parts (see Figure 1):

1." Funding source. Fhe agency ‘that provides
funding of clients into programs, Some of the more

common funding sources include "the- Law Enforce-

"ment Assistance Admlmstratlon National *Institute
of Mental Health, Depaitment of Labor. Division of
+ Vocationgl ‘Rehabilitation. Natidhal Institute for Al-
v+ coholism and Alcohol- Abuse. and Natiodal Institute
of Drug Abuse Anothe{r source of funds is entitle”

— . .
“

<=,

o

L REFERRALS A\;«D SERVICES'

’

FUNDING SOURCES

“~ - e L

ments of some. soft (i.e., meduﬁl msurance sdbial
security, unemployment) Bl

2. Agencyof “SdlCthﬂ and custody. The agency
that has ‘custody over a person. Common agencies
include State Probatlon State~Parole, County-Pro-

. bation, County. Parole,, State Prison, Federal Prison,
Federal Probation, L%ﬁeral Parole, County Jail, and
varlous courts. ’ N

T 3. Coordmatmg agencies. A centrallzcd agency -
that screens and accepts Clients from ‘agencies. of

_jurisdiction.. Coordinating agencies usually refer
clients to programs. These agencies generally serve
specific types of clients (e.g., drug abusers, alcohol-
Jics, first offendest).

e . 4. Community programs: Public or prlvate pro-
grams that provide ﬁsct serKnces to cnrrunal justice

clients.
(

Lo Y *\ .
B. Relationship of Faning

The r%l‘auonshlk of the four parts mentloned above
~ varies fregeeity ‘to CQ( However, we can make

r Reférrale

o !
- S
~ )

N
ENTITLEMENTS

LEAA Sadial Security:
NIDA et Veterans Administration

NIAAA ‘ ¢ -

poL ‘
DVR . 1 .

Gov’t Approprlations

L\i

AGENCIES OF JURISDlCTION AND CUSTODY

-State Probation and Parole . *
County Probation and Parole
Federal Probation and Parole -
Courts % - i

Jails w . .
State Prisons " ;
Federal Prisons )
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general- observatlons It,gdrdl{ the possible relation-
sHips that occur. . . ‘

® Funding sources disperse money to agencies ofs
Jjurisdiction: (@) ‘Contractual arrangements can-
then be made;with th coordmdung agencies:
COQ@Irftmg agéncies %n, in"turn, contract out
to commumty progra (b) Contractual ar-
mhgements can be, miade- with the Longmumty
" progr:
Funding soﬁr‘?{r
munity programi; the program makes arrange-
"ments with ‘the agency of Jurisdiction. or the
Coord'i‘natmg Agencies for referrals. o
. Fundmg sources disperse money to the c’oo#{:‘
. nating agency. the'cbordinuting agency makés
" arrangements with the agencies of jurisdiction
and the community progmms .
. Enmfémcnt funds may be dispersed to pay for

ey sclected clients in community progmms

f

Referrals may occur in two dislincl ways. A client
may be referred from the agency of Jurisdiction
directly into a community program: or a client may
be referred to a coordinating agency, and then

"I’
referred to a community program. T ne referral

process is dependent ypon the funding arrangements
that exist in the social structure. Client services must
be paid for. If the agency of jurisdiction does not
have any funds. the clients must be referred to a
prograrﬂ{ythal has its own means of support. from
which the client is entitled to get public benefits.
‘There is a shortage of information about referrals
of defendants and convicted persons to mmmunlly~
based correctional frograms. Data are not rodtinely
collected and assembled in a manner which permits
rapid access. Our heldwork examined referrals com-
ing from: (1) agencies Of_]u{l\dl(.[lon and (2) sugcnmg
and coordinating agencies. '
- In five cities referral sourcedowere studied by
interviewing agency personnel nd abstracting
agency records and caseworker files. For cach city,

agencies of jurisdiction varied in the likelihood of -

referring cases to programs in'community settings. in
the type of program utilized: and in the use of
contracts as a means of obtaining' services. Inter-
views with referral source agency personnel identi-
fied community organizations and government agen-
cies to which cases were referred and/or with which
the-referral source had contracts.

In Boston the Department of Corrections (DOC)
operates community-based facilities directly as well
as contracts with the private sector for programs.

The two primary « services purchased are residential
t

-

10

disperse money to the com- .

pre-iglease houses, and drug and alcohot demxiﬁca-
lion and treatment.

Approximately 5% to 8% of #

Ddel‘Imcnl of Corleulgns commltments are man- -

aged In community pre-release. There are few differ-- .

ences between persons reférred and persops main-
" tained in institutions.. There. are . some diffgrences- B

between the population in: the Depdnment of Correc-
tions-run pre- release centers and privately-ran -pre-
release centers. The Parole Division refers clients to

. mmmunlly pmydms on a limited basis_as well ¥

" operates a special program contracting wnth pnvate
. cmzens for supervisory ‘services to ‘parolees. "Proba-
ion in Boston dppm:ently uses referrdls and ;ontrdct, _

ing far less-than cor rections, although serigus gaps’ |n
data for. probation precludé xpemfc’ timates.

special’ cotinty regional, probation project, (LEAA
“ funded) links six District Courts and provides ex-

panded-and cdordinated referral services. . This pro-

gram includes a substance abuse referral service as
well—mostly” prestrial. Othsﬁ?ﬂdmdtmg agencies
include Treatment Alternittives to Street Crli'ne
(TASC) and the Boston Mjppower Admlmstratldn.

In.BDade Cuuntv the dlstmgulshmg featupe of
referrals to «Communny based programs is M(c

tively centralized intake for alcohol and -narcotic
cases: these combined with an active county Pre-
Trial Intervention program and a Complehenslve
Offender Program direct a karge number of ¢ases to
both privately-operated and government-run pro-
grams. Pre-Trial Intervention (PTI) acceptancés con-
stitute 129 ®f felony arrests. and .PTI successfully

completed and nolleprossed were 6% of all felony -

cases closed in 1975, Central Intake Drugs is a major
source of cases for the govelnmenl operated Com-
ponents and privately-operatéd Affiliates of the Com-

prehensive Drug Program (CDP). TASC works v"
within CDP and supplies clients to Central Intake.

TASC clients are referred about equall§f to govern-
ment and non-government programs: court referrals

go more often to private and non-chyrged (non-

TASC) applicants go almost exclusively* to private
programs. , v . .

In Honolulu the State Department of Corrections
operates pre- release centers as well as Loplmcts with
privately-operated programs. A small ‘number of
organizations received almost all ¢riminal justice
referrals and contracts. Pre-trial diversion is by

! means “of a deferred acceptance of guilty plea:
Federal Probation and the U.S. Bureau of Prisons -

contract with private vendors_for residential services
and for narcotic urine analysis. One of the private
programs. in addition to several residenti:it programs

0
o
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operates a_job training. and placement proé,ram for
_parolees. o T S

Mudison presents a marked contrast to Honolulu.
‘Honolulu has the_great bul
~ and about 909 of the offender population; Madison
. (Dane. County) has approximately 5% of probation

‘of the state population -

cases for Wisconsin, and about 6% of the parole

t

* admission$

for 1975. No formal ¢oordination of
community referral exists, but one

health -agency functions as an infopmal (de facto)

clearinghouse. ‘It is the largest organization” of this

)_(ind in the county and operates several .programs .
. ‘which receive griminal justice referrals.~A relatively
“high, p"’rop'onidn‘of probation cases (55%) and- parole
. cases (65%) are réferred.to corx).munity organizations

forasowe kind of service.

5 ],4\!]‘ L

-

un Francisco five ‘major referrak source. agen-

cies ‘."g'/eéel identified: U.S. Probation and Parole, "

rivate ‘mental *

State Pafole, County ‘Probation, County Parole, and .

ofie non-criminal justice program—the Mobile Assist-
ance Patrol (MAP). Rough estimates of proportion of

- cases referred had tobe used. since record ana#ysis
; #-was limited to small; equal-size- samples of referred
* and nqn*—refer_fed cases. The estimates average
s:about-22% for Federal Probation andParole; abou
760% for State Pargle, (but with a range of individua
; 47% for Munic-
-ipal Court referrals; and about "43%
COU[‘! - S, g
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‘long criminal histories. Good, risk cases are those,

‘a

" Dade, 1 in Honolulu,

of b_p.d'risk cases would be: those persons who afe
older, single, corvicted of ,severé ciimes,-and with

persons viewed as warranting-special considerations
becatise of their lesser likelihood of committing other
crimes.. Moreover, good risk cases may be referred
because they need additional help in reducing the
stigma, of institutionalization. Bad risk cases may be
referred to prove their desire to reform, or because
of the very %everity of: their circumstance. Such

referrals may be seen either to demonstrate motiga-
 tion or-as mechanism to_créate motivation. The basic

issue,. thén, is 'to'.d&ggrmjvne‘ which of_lth_e' above
referral’ patterns exist in-the different agencies in five

Ccities.” Are there ‘any ~differenceés between those

referred to community programs? 1f there are, do
they tend to be good risK or bad risk cases?

"Client data were collected from 10 criminal justice
agencies in the five cities: 1 agency in Boston, 2in
Madison and 4 in San
ies were J.selected/ because

some general compagifsoRs could .be made between -

Francisco. These a?{l

those clients referred to 'community programs -and

those not so referred. Characteristics of clients

: . peferred and- clients not referred were analyzed in

ariatg)cross tabulations and in multiple’ regression.

rsons sent to community-based programs and

‘those who are not is that those sent. are r_no_fg likely

The most consistent difference between - -

. , to be unemployed, and have a more extensive -
» ST T criminal history, - T s
C. Characteristics of Refetrals fo.” . story. -

Coriumunit Programs o . Generally there was_little -variation explained byg
y rrogr ° any of the variables. However, lack of/employment

6 . ¢ R :

Tablé'3 Listing of agencies where comparisons of

* the chardcteristics.of refgrrals and non-referrals can

e " be made ¢

", * The .on-site studies of .referrals to community-

* pased programs were partly designed to collect data

_“in agencies of jurisdiction. The data were to be used

in estimating the percefitage of clients referred to

-+ community programs-for’ a, given year for each® -

-agency- in the five cities. It had initially seemed .

“ possible . to divide the adjudicated population into - ) IR

"+ *two classes, *‘referred 1o community. programs’’ and Boden, SREPY M‘f::‘“;fh‘v”""‘“ Depatment of Cor-

. *:not referred.” thus enabling comparisons by agency o R S

and city. From thes¢ data, the primary. question .to

e ,_,_bé-',‘answere‘d_’i's:*are’ the cases referreédd substantially

- different than. those ‘not referred? Is there ““cream-

" ing'" of the besf risks or,” on.the other hand, is

- referral’'to-a community-based program an ad/d'ﬁonul
‘constraint imposed on high risk.cases?

¥

5 &

B :
City "¢ . . Agency

D;{dc County ~ U.S. Probation®

State Probation and Parole

Honoluld - .+ % Sthte Parole

[———

Madison

State Probation ™ :

State Parole

. e A . . L ' s, . 4
Characteristics of persons are usgd as indicators I S —
" of “good l‘iSk”‘ and “bl‘l(\i‘ I'i,\k"‘} cases. Young. _San Fl'unclscfl : U‘.S.,Prx}‘hatmr‘ ‘
margied, persons convict&ofk’l‘esser crimes.- or 2:’;:?‘{,,»?"“":“““"- !
Ve " . . N . . . State Par
, persons wnth(mlmmdl cri ¢§J‘»rtg§‘_ords v\fould be , County Parole
2., considered examples of g\ood tisk cases. Examples S — - _
. > - ' . . N ‘ e . . . . ‘ V
.:" . v C . \& ) . E . ° = ] e % 11
. .- . . %ﬁ’ - s - ) .0 . ; N : i . -,
)' . v ot " \r . 2 4 M
o ! * . o
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Table 4. Varlables used in regression on'-'referred-—
non-refefred

) a Marned (l=yes; 0=«no) : :
. b. OFFENSE: DUMMY VARIABLES

A Felony person (1=yes; 0=no)
B ‘Felon-property (1=yes; 0=no)
* € Misdemeanor person (1=yes; 0=no) .,
D’ Misdemeanor property (l-—yes 0-no)
E Substance abuse (1=yes; O“n‘d)

2 . Yy

.C. Prior jail (J=yes; 0=no) _
d. Prior prison (1=yes; 0=no)
e. Parole before (1=yes; 0=no)
f. Probation before (1=yes; O=no)
g. Probation or parole everrevoked (1=yes; 0=no)
h. - Juvenile-re¢ord (1=yes; 0=no) :
@ Was client employed at the time decision to refer" (1=yes;
0=no) [called * EMPLOYMENT"] - :
j. Familyin area (I=yes; 0=no)
k. Felony conviction within the past 5 years (Ilyes 0= no)
I Age of client (1=under 30; 0=over 30)
. . N (
Table 4a - Discrimination between referred and
. T non-referrf'd cases
Actual Predict, Predict,
Outcome " - Refer. Non Refer
Referred __________ eaol 66.6% . 334m
: ' - (480) 41 (21
" Non referred et 34.6% 65.4%
L. R i ) 250) 473) (723)
. Ungrouped cases___:_ Q25 34) (59)
Percent of groiiped cases correctly |denl|l“ed 66.6 :
) Vurmbles (in order of entry) ~ " ) b .
Unemployment : -
Crimhist * - ' L
Age. s B 1§
‘Ethnicity P '

’ Cdnomcal correlatlon wutlirefer«non refer— 354

T

was the most consistent smgle predlctor of referral.

» refemng ‘bad risk cases. The best available set of
predlctor Variables (chiefly- unemployment and crim- -

" in

It f

dpparent that the initial thypothesis of *‘cream-
."‘r or sendlng goodarisk clients to community
ograms is not cdnsistently supported. However, it
is also apparent that -it is not" simply a“ process of

inal history) across. the: sites and between agencies

correctly predlcts whether a client is referred to a

communlty program m only 66% of the cases. See

~ table 4a.

The meaning-of referrals varies and may explain
why the variables do not more accurately distinguish

‘ “between referrals and non- referrals Referrals dlffer

ERIC
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from .agency to agency. No universal expectation
can be held that -the referral Cases represent better
risk cases or poorer risk cases than the remainder of
the ‘population. For some. agencies, referrals to

’

community-based programs represent additional con-

straints ‘on liberty, imposed - ‘When the agency is

unsure of 'the client. For other agencies;. the referral -+

~is - for . clients with- more favorable prognosis - for,

adJustment Probation angd parole are often examples E
of the first, and pre-release and pre-trial ‘intervention
programs examples of the second. At times, statutes )
define the criteria for referrals, notably for ‘example
in most pre-trial intervention programs which must
take the better risk cases, sometimes excluding the
older, unemployed addicted person with prior con-

victions and/or history of violence. Thus, the. char- .

acteristics vary from agency to" agency and from city ;-
_ to city. . :

Another reason for the low level of dlscnmlnatlve. o
power in the vanables in explaining, referrals may be . -

attnbuted to the notion that referrals are essentlally'. s

a clinical assessment (unless mandated by law as in

Ppre-trial intervention programs for drug addicts). A:
“ client, is evaluated by ¢he caseworker and. dlfferences

in referrals may be due to variation of the case:
worker’s outlook and work habits. 'For example, |
from our observations, it was ‘apparent that some.

caseworkers either did not know of programs in the

community, or if they did, they knew very little
about them. In. referring clients to programs case-

~ workers r port judging a clierit By “‘gut’ feelings,”’ .

Gut feelings were based on the client’s *‘attitude,’ "

*‘motivation”” or. the like. Such evaluations are not
based on' the client’s characteristics - but. instead on
his or her demeanor In sum, characteristics of

charactenstlcs of the cllent

Another plausible reason for client charactenstlcs '
not sharply dlstlngulshmg between referred and non-
referred: cases is .that referral itself is heavily influ-
enced by.the avallablllty of services and the issye of

‘caseworkers may. better ‘ predict refe>rrals than do"

pay for services when therg 1 were, altematlves, atno
cost to ‘the referral source. Another factor is the

willingness of a ¢lient to enroll in a-program or the ‘

capacity of the agency to press him mto-ehrolllng or
apply sanctions if the cllentlsubseqUently drops out.

Caseworkers stated the willingness of an organization
to accept the client and the willingness of - the4cl|ent

to. enroll were the big questions. B

3

- payment. In interviews with agehcy personnel who' -, -

‘make decisions to-refer -and not refer, these prag- - -
atic questions arose - t;__guently _Several respond-- - -
ents noted their agencies snmply did not or could not -
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a service than characteristics of clients. .
" “The difficulty of assembling data sets on’ referred/

D. Characteristics of Service Provi;;lers: A

The lack of clear intake criteria for service organi-

zations. implies that limirg‘of openings as well as
sheer availability may over -ide particalar character-
~istics of clients in determining referral. Similarly,

since few referral source agencies had explicit refer-

“ral criteria, centralized lists or pools of referral

openings or coordinated programs concerning refer-
rals, the,_responsibilit'y for referral rests heavily on
the cuseworké.l'. Individual propensities of the super-
vising .agen't,navailubility of services to the agency
and individual client willingness to enroll all may be
more likely to influence who is or is not referred to.,

non-referred is another indication of the information
problems inherent in the widely disperséd activities

JOf community corrections. There is no support in

these data however for viewing the referred popula-

tion as a distinctive or highly select portion of the -

population of ‘adjudicated defendents.

National Survey of Private Organizations

A1 initial task of the project (prior to the on-site

_ studies) was to do a national telephone survey of

privately operated community-based programs which

provide services to persons involved in the criminal

justice system. A questionnaire was designed to
gather information on organizational characteristics

-including the origin of criminal justice referrals.

services offered, volume of clients admitted, volume

of splits, failures and losses. funding sources, and .

staff characteristics.” In addition to providing a de-
scriptive data base, these data make possible com-

- parisons of qrganmizations by type of funding- (con--
© tract-noncontract) and age of program. .

Interviews were completed. with the directors of-
94 organizations sampled from the directory of the

" Initernational Association-of Halfway Houses and a

list of LEAA fundéd -programs which met the

"screening criteria of: (1) at least 50% of the fgani-

zations' ‘gli"er;ts are adults, (2) at_least 25% of the

“clients arq referrals from the criminal jusg_ide system.
-and (3) the organization is privately operated.

More than half (57%) of the facilities are residential

“only;*22% are mixed and the remainder are non-

residgntial only. Half of them began services in 1972
or latery these represent survivors to 1975 only since
we do not-have data on now defunct organizations.
The facilities are located in urbanized regions, most
fiequently in the West. South.Central. and North
Central. with fewer in the South. The number of

-

: graduate degrees co

~with only 15% of the othe#d Ty
. Organizations headed by: ex—oﬂendef’é' are largely
“Similar in characteristics to those headed by persons

K N : ,")‘)
. e )

clients varies widely. About halt of the Taciiitics iuve
male clients only; 37% of the facilities have both
males and females; 11% have female clients only.
Males. predominate as members €ven in co-ed facili-

‘ties. Probation ‘and parole are the most frequently

cited legal status of clients served. Programs which
cater to alcohol and narcotics abuse problems are '
more numerous than others, despite a sampling
restriction on alcohol-only programs.

In general, size of budget. size of client caseload,
and size of staff are correlated. It also appears that
the programs “initiated prior to 1972 are more likely
to be currently providing services for larger numbers
of clients and have larger budgets than programs
inifiated later. Overall about half the programs have
4 contract with a government agency to provide
corrections-related services. Facilities which are
wholly non-residential are less likely to have such a ,
contract than are residential facilities. "Fewer very

. recently started programs: have contracts than older
. organizations. Government funding predominates in ¢
 this sample. Most organizations have more than one’ -

source of support. Nearly two-thirds report less:than
a per annum income of $150,000.

Directors of programs are predominantly college
éducated or professionally trained: 70% had at least
4 Bachelor's degree, 84% reported clinical experi-
ence. However, 31% reported being an **ex-of-

.fender”’ or former clierit of such a program. These

account for most of the direcfors with lower levels
of education; .13%°pf ex-offender directors had
with 46% of the other
directors who.gare €x-,,
llege degree. compared™ -
ors. %, .

directors, and 60% of t
offenders did not have a

without this backgiound. However, there are some
differences: former offenders run organizations with

smaller budgets, lower mean split and fail rates,’and - -

different referral sources (courts and social workers B
rather than probation and parole). These are /gross -
indicators but suggest a somewhat lower risk clien-
tele. . D -
Programs were quite vague on their criteria for
admission asd expulsion. With respect to admission,
a large number simply stated that ‘it depends sO
much on the individualthat no general statement '
be made.”” The most/frequently mentioned criterion
is a.policy of open admissions, qualified only by the.
requirement that the client be prepared to abide by
program rules. Termjriation_decisions for unsatisfac-
tory clients are typically ‘made by program staff and

13
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. in other instances we calculated it.

risky. Organizations wit

not clients. There were no instances of specific or
determmale Criteria for termination, and many com-
ments that no single criterion is used.

It-is widely known that community-based . pro-

« grams have'a hlgh turnover of clients. The turnover
occurs because the client walks away, because the
program terminates the client, or because the client

*is arrested and confimed for a new offense (some-

times arrest precedes expulsion of the client). Thus
client turnover can be classified’ into three types:
splits (client. leaves without satlsfdctonly completing

completmg the pfogram), and loss (arrest or revoca-
tion.of furlough, parole, or prol(?tlon) Rates for each

class of client turnover were constructed by dividing .

(and in turn those lost through failures and los§) by
the total admissions for the year. In some cases the
split rate was reported directly from the organization,

5

the number of clients lost through splits in a(edr
)

The highest split rates occur in programs where
the only consequence to the client is that he* .or she
“would"be " dropped: fiom “the “program (1974 rate is
62% of admissions). In programs where revocation
of probation or some other tangible deprivation may

,be imposed, split rates averaged 22% and 20%.
Likewise, the highest split rates were found for

programs with the highest threshold (tolerance) for
failure (averaging 82% for O?nizations where a new
arrest_was the point at which removal from. the
program occurs). However, a high non-response rate
on this item (41% of sample) makes mterpretatlon
contracts have a “higher
split rate than organizations without (46% for con-
tract, 26% for non-contract). The failure rate (expul-
sions) is higher for organizatidns which had no
sanctions. for sgllttmg, and a high. tolerance of fajlure;
the failure rdte is higher for contract than for non-

~ contract p;ograms (26% as compared with 17%).

Multivariate arialysis ¢multiple regressnons factor
analysis, and discriminant dﬂdl)’bls) was employed to
determine whether differences exist between pro-
grams operating on contract with criminal justice
agencies and those which do not have such con-
tracts.- The analysis failed to deswomstrate strong
differences between contracting programs and oth-
ers.! : <2t

) {
E. Characteristics of Service Organizations:

On-Site Studies in Five Cities,
The absence of directories and a su\mpiing frame,

'Statistical tables relevant to the statements made in this survey are to be found in the

complete report of thiv project N
~ .
T4 : -

“tute a random sample from a 'known populaji‘qn of

Rl BN

4
.

as well as an interest in the context within which
contracting takes place, prompted the project to:
choose urban areas for study and t(‘)ft’ate commu-
nity based co?tractmg programs by first approaching
the source of the referrals of clients from justice and
corréctions agencies. .

"In part, the first task of the project in any of the
cmes,m ‘which data were collected was to define and
locate the elements of the private sector in commu-.-

‘nity corrections, and the relevant government admin-

~ “istered programs with which to make comparisons.
the” program) failures (the client is expelled befores/

Project field staff were urged to follow up leads on
likely organizations provndlng services to justice or
corrections agencies. -

The organizations selected for study do not consti- ‘

all contractors and government operated community .
programs -in the cities studied. Precisely because
there was no adequate list, the study .started with -
referral source agencies and built up a list for each
city. I¢.would not have been useful to pretend that
available directories of halfway houses or grant
recipients denoted a populatlon of .programs which
provided services for JUSthC and correctlonal agen-\
cies. ‘

The effort was to be inclusive. Interviews were
conducted with all organizations which were identi-
fied as providing services to court, probation, correc-

‘tions' or parole referrals. The organizations omitted

consisted almost entirely of those.whose primary
interest is in services to a population the majority of
whom are not involved in criminal justice proceed-

.ings or under sentence. For example, although we .

learned of referrals to commumty mental health
centers, we did not include these in the interviews
unless the particular program or screening unit was
identified to us as having a special interest or service
for criminal justice clients. Thus for example, merely
being an alcoholic treatment program was not enough
for inclusion in this study; what wds required ‘was
that the organization be identified by a correctional
or justice agency as receiving probationers or paro-
lees, or-as having a contract-for providing services.”

The organizations in which data were collected
range from the very small to the very large. They
include both residential and non-residential pro-
grams, with management both by govérnment and
private firms. Residential programs admit fewer per-
sons, have smaller average populations,.and are
somewhat more specialized in having a higher pro-
pomon of admissions from crlmmal JUSthC and
corrections’ agencies.

Among the organizations providing referral details,

2y
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Table 5 Governmem agem ies and prlvare organizations classified by prlmarv source of commcr percem

| of all adml ssions are referrals from Justice and Corrections

- -

: Total Mean * Percentage Referred from
- RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS . Admissions Admissions ’ Justice and Corrections
Government Operated ) (n) . s (n) -
Criminal Justice Funds ___.____~ 709 141.8 - BRE)) 100.00 * R
_ . Substance Abuse _______._.__.. 736 184.0 4) .74.13 \\ 2)
"Private Organization iz R I . : ’ -
Criminal Justice ___________.__ e 925 102.8° 7 7 9 © 85.20 9
Substance Abuse _____________ 8.819 6299 4 . 7147 -, 13),
Other_ .o oo __ P 2.267 377.8 (6) N.23.23 T (6) .
Unclassified -« ____.. . 23 1)) 100.00 - m--
Totals ___.____ < e 13,479 . 345.61 (39) 71.77 (36)
v T T J
NON-RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS ]
D = = o
G ovetnment Operated . . oo
evmpemecCriminal Jusﬂce Funds _______ . _ 2,978 . 425.42 (7 89.37 (6] -
. Substance Abuse _____________ 26,360 2 536.00 (10) 41.36 (6)
OVRET oo mmmee © gsd - 894.91 (an 55.18 an v
Private. Orgamzwum T ] -
C{lmlnal Justice . T 12,624 90171 (14) - 70.57 (12)
Substance Abuse | ___________*__ 13,154 822.13 (f6y 30.31 - ©{16)
Other o io_lill 14953 ., . 99.87 {15 Y5841 (15) "
. Unclassified . _. S 420 210 ~ 2. w . 40.63 -
A Totals oo S 80,333 £1,071.10. ~~ (79) c 5484 (68)
. ‘ . . ) tdmissions ‘ i’ercgnt Referred
. Management and primary — - : - 2 Afrom Justice | .
source of contracts or funds Residential (N N?n-Residemial (N) ’ {N)
Gyvernment . C . . . ,
cJustice _____ o oo 73 - (n 14 - D 100.00 ()
Substance Abuse __.______ ’_ 664 1)) 454 e 21.91 th
“Other ____.. [ 85 (n 50 (M 69.63 e
Total i . : N 63.8 '
Privute - e R . :
JUSEiCe - 795 (6x 1,594 ) . 64.49 " (6)
Substance Abuse _....___ ¢ 5.821. AT 7.692* 9 44.95 9
‘Other oo : 2,456 9) 3,696 9 30.15 (8)
Total oo ‘ . , o 41 L,
Unclassified __________.__ 45 ) ~ 54.21 (n
9,939 (29)° 13,502 (28) 47.3',5 (_27)

*One extreme case—48, 000 removed.

~those operated directly by govemment had 24.7% of ' \' -justice agencies comprise 22% of all p\ograms (and

the: volume of justice and corrections referrals; the
_private sector accounted for 75.2%. The cases re-
_ferred to each type of organization are propomonal
to the numbers of such programs.
One of the striking facts is the propomon of Cllents

referred from -justice .and corrections. agencies to

community programs whose primary source of sup-
‘port is drug or alcohol abuse funds (such as NIDA
or NIAAA), or contracts from Departmernt of Labor,
Vocational Rehabilitation, or Mental Health. Private
programs whose primary support is from criminal

29.2% of the private programs); they handle 24.5%

‘of. the clients ‘referred_by justice and corrections

sources (but  32.6% of clients sent by Jusuce and’
correctians to private programs). Programs whose
pnmary support is a contract with a drug or alcohol
treatment agency comprise 29% of all orgamzatxons

~and 39.6% of prwate organizations. - They - receive
28.3% of the criminal J justice referrals and 37.6% of

such referrals to private programs.
Private orgamzatlons with other 'sources of pri-
mary support comprise 3% of-all organizations and

* 15

()4

-



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_LdiSpel“SCd character of community corrections. .

arr————

Table 6 Referrals from Criminal Justice agencies
- into types of programs

Percentage of all
clients referred

. -from Justice Percentage of all’
sources going to programs
Management each type interviewed

_Government ‘

" Justice_______._. 5.4% . 10%
Substance Abuse 1.9% +24.7% 1% 26%
Other ___.._____ 11.4% 9%

Private C T
Justice..._. ——— 24.5% 22% .
"Substance Abuse 28.3%  15.2% 29% 74%
Other .._______. & 22.4% - 23% ‘

Total __________._ (45,857) (142)

-30% of all pnvate programs; they get 22. 4% of the
agency referrals which is 27% “of all referrals to

_private programs. By comparison, community pro-

grams directly operated by corrections agencies con-

stitute 10% of all organizations surveyed, supervising -

5.4% of all cases referred from justice sources, which
-are about 22% of all cases directly supervised by
government. Thus, most programs surveyed are
neither directly corrections (government) adminis-
-tered nor are they private programs.primarily funded
by cContracts from justice and correctjons .funding
Sources. Instead, other types of support fund the
majority of cases referred; coupled with the fact that
most ‘organizations service a mixed clientele of
**offenders” -and others, it is an indication of the

4

J ‘ 'Iv"able'f“Z; Capacity utilifed ‘ o

[ TR s -
' The data collected ﬁfoVide impressive indication
-of the under-utilization of capacity in the community-
based programs. * For pnva ely operated residential
programs funded pnmaxl]y through criminal justice
contracls, 69% of capacity (bed space) was reported

utilized; for drug and alcohol programs in the private

sector, the percentage was higher (86%). The.overall

mean (including eight government operated commu- *
nity-based programs) was. . 77% of capacity utilized.

Privte sector organizations- operating non- residentlal
programs only averaged about three quarters capac-
ity; government run nOn-resxdentlal programs were
somewhat higher. All orgamzatlons with a mix of

residential and non-residential programs. averaged.
81.5 and 77.5% of capacity in residential and non- -

residential programs, respectlvely It should be noted
that at the time of the survey, mstltutlonal over-

crowding was a serious problem in Massachusetts*

‘and Florida, and prison condmons were viewed-as
problematic in all five states (the Hawaii State Prison

" had been taken over by the National Guard and the
Director of Corrections was summanly sacked; Mas-

sachusetts experienced guard strikes and inmate riots
in Walpole prison; Florida was™ obliged to release
prisoners en masse in respdfise to court. rulings on
prison conditéons). % The fact that at this time, unused

space existed in community corrections facilities

*The 35th annual Jeport of the Florida Probation and Parole Commlssnon (l975)-~. .

-slates;
Prisons in Florida are bursting at the seams. Tents have been erecled on prison
grounds to provide temporary housing for the overflow. New prisons are being
’hasuly constructed and other emergency measures are being taken. Yet, prison

population pro;eclxons for the fulure hold hule hope for much xmprovemenl of lhev

s:luuhon

-

7

/- Organizations With
Residential Programs
Management and Only |

Orgunizaliona With
Non-Residential
Prpgrams Only -« o

Organizations With a- Mix of’:
Residential and Non-Residential

Primary Source of’ ; >

, Contract Funding Mean % . (n) ., Mean % (n) Mean % () Mean % (n)

(fovernment T ) ’ . . , :

J Justice __________:_ 7468 - (4) 60.60 5, 70.00 () 65.71 ()

Substance Abuse _.__: 82.45 14) 93.76 (10 88.89 ) A — o -

Other ___________.__ B — —_ 90.10 ) — — = —
Private ’ ' . - o
* Justice _____________ 69.03 (8) 7546 (10 74.19 , . (5) 82.29 ¥))

Substance’ Abuse . 86.39 (13) 72162 (12 78.67 (9 78.29 8).

Other __..____.~____ 74.11 (6 75.76 (8) 89.50 °  (9) 76.74 5"
Unclassified ... __.___ 36.67 () 100.00 o 75.00 hH . C
Missing Qata ________ . ’ . . &) (22) 3 . - (13)
Grand Mean =___._____ £ 77.37 : 79.31 - 81.47 71.52 '
Number of Cases ______ 139}) (75) (29) ’ (29)

A , o ‘
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( Table 8 Referrals from Criminal Justice agencies, Dy suliie

4 . - . p]

‘ » Percent . . Percent

Totgl - _ from Do, = ‘ » of all

Refcl;ed" ‘ -Source i o Referrals.....
FL ‘3‘&9 2.8% Police ' Referral instead of sentence or in some cases B e
3,383. L 1.4% Attorneys . v _ 46%
3,884 T B.5% Court ' instead of trial . o } o
. 5.380 12.8%  Probation . Referral of persons sentenced 10 a loose ‘for!rg } 13%
T ) S{ of community supervision - ghk :

12,610; 5%, from confinment " Referral of pefgons who f\ave bee?éonﬁhed . .
3286 - T.2% Prerelease for current offense ‘ ©40%
2,617, -51%  Parole ‘ v | - :

- 538 . - 1.0% Other source of referral (usugjly another community based program). .

o 99.9%

45,857 o ¢

v .indicates this sector does not function as analterna-
» tive to confinement, despite extensive legislation and

funding arrangements authorizing such use.
If referrals areyexamined by source it is clear that

community-based programs-do not operate to relieve
‘use of confine ‘
. ‘on the. source ‘of over 45,000 referrals to the com-

in the justice system. Data exist

munity programs studies. Of those, 46% come from

- ._sources ‘which made the referral in lieu of sentence

or in some cases prior to trial. (Some of the ‘‘court

referrals” -are probably probation cases due to local

classification variations.) _
The bulk of these which come in lieu of sentence
(30% of all cases referred) are -pol&ce referrals, almost

“all consisting of pick up and delivery to a sober-up
~service in San Francisco. The majority of the other

cases are referred frgm court in pre-trial diversion,
mostly young persons with - no serious criminal
history. Few of these persons could be said to_have
avoided confinement by referral to community-based

_programs. (A possible exception is the person who
might have served jail time for. marijuana use or .
drunken driving.) ‘Another 13% are cases from pro-

" bation; these have been sentenced to probation and

would not have gone to confinement. Interview data
from these indicate that the consequences for c(ﬁent
drop-out in this category do not normally lead.to

revocation of probation, but instead to another effort

. at referral. The remaining 40% of referrals are from

jail, -prison, (including pre-relgase) or parole. Clearly
these clients have already been confined.and the
community-based program is ‘not* an alternative but
an addition to the sentence. The function of commu-
nity programs for pre-release may be important in

" shortening the senter)ce time inside institutions, but

F .
el
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cannot be said to have provided a means of avoiding
confinement. o _
“The system of community corrections envisioned

" by liberal reformers as an alternafive to traditional

modes of incarceration has instead been employed
by corpéctions professionals working within the tra- |’
ditional system to acquire:low or no cost services
with ‘which to run programs largely for persons who
are not likely to be incarceratgd. The “great bulk of
referrals therefore do not represent alternatives to

_ confinement but supplements.to it. .

In describing characteristics of private sector con-

" tractors versus governmgnt operated programs, di-
. rect budgetary, comparisons are difficult and nay in.

some instances be misleading because of different
accounting ;practices. No simple assumption of -
equivalence of services provided is warranted; re- 3
ported budget and reported costs are examined
(budget compared with client population). Residential .
programs .ai:n more expensive than non-residential,
but the variance for both types of programs is high.
Mean daily costs for residential programs rdn $16 to
$25 per day while non-residential services average
$10 to $15 per day. The annual budget of programs,
the components of the budget and the sources of
income are /discussed below.? - ;
Staff si

varied across organizations. Approxi-

“mately 30% had between 1 and 5 members; another

30% had between 6 and 10; on the high end of the

. scale about 9% of organizations had a staff of over
.30 persons. Staff allotments were about 55-67% of

full time equivalents (FTE) to program positions,

"The phone survey of private programs throughout the Wnited States computed
the mean daily per person cost of 125 residential programs at $23.99. This is nearly
identical to the 5 cities estimate of $24.82 for private residentidl programs.

~
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RPN,

Programs
= . - Residential - Non-Residential Mixed ~
Go_verhgt:;-m ”~ o A e '
Criminal Justice 16.12  (4) 16.61 23.35 (6) - - 5.15 ()
Drug Abuse 18.57 (1) ANl 1036 (5) . 49.79 ()
Other o ‘ T - 10.62 8) I .
* Privatq ' L. : ' ’ N S
Cnmmal Justlce -26.84, (8} 6.25) - (1) 15.00 o (6)
" Drug Abuse 28 (1) 2482 876} 1567 - (1) © 27.00 18.16
Other. 10.79 4) . 28.81 (10)  12:44 v 9)
Unclassified » 4389 (I 6.45 M 9im -
GrandMean__________________________ 24.05 (29 13.56 o (52)  21.50 (25)
SD. 22.40 . B 22.42 L 2995 ) V
-Table N=106 A
) Average Rrer capita daily costs * NP o : -
Public Residential _._____~_______.________ S = 1661 - S
Privaté Residential ____________________________ - .= (24.82 ' .
Public non-Residential ____________.___________________________ s ="10.36 e T
\ Private non-Residential ______ e, S e S = 15.67 = ™
Public Mixed*_____._________ . ; = 27.47 - &
PrivateMixed ___________. - rremieee- = 1816 ]
N PR S +-- =.101" .
. f '.Or‘ganiz'alio.ns having bolbh reside'nliul and nonresidential ctients. * "
”
v £
7 Table 10 .Staff size and breakdowns mean F TEs :
v 2 Senior B Professional ;Omer
Total Staff Num_ber of Administrative Brogram Program . Supponf
Size Organizations Staff . © Staff ‘Staff ' Staff
s ' a1 .9 N B 6
610 45 : 1.9 27 1.7 1.4
1115 - 30 32 . 2.1 . 2.1 2.1
16-30 19 3.2 L ,8.2 L. 5.9 39
14 5.0 6.4 9.6

. Over 30

v

Table 9 M,eanua'aily_ costs (in 1 975 a'oll&rs)

m :" [ |

-~ 26.9

®

between 13 and 23% to admlmstratlve and from 13
to 19% to support posmons

The client-staff ratio is relatively uniform across a
range of different kinds of programs. Classnf cation

_of programs on government-private operation, and

on primary source of agency support or contracts
shows all but government operated programs on
other funds have similar client staff ratios. For

.government justice agency programs, the client-staff '

ratio is 6.9 to 1; for private organizations it is 8.3 to

1. For government drug programs the client-staff

O
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ratio is 8.8 to 1; for private programs the correspond-
ing figure is 6.7 to-t, There is considerable variation

in client-staff ratio, of ¢ourse, between resideritial _

18
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and non-residential programs. For exclusnvely resi-
dential programs it.is 2.86 to 1; for non-residéntial it
is 13.19.to 1; for the mlxed programs the client-staff
_ratio is 5.84 to 1. v

Government and private residential programs pri-
marily supported by criminal justice funds are quite
similar in client-staff ratio (2.88 as compared with
2.58). Drug residential programs are similar (govern-
ment is 2.08 to 1, while private is 2.94 to 1). The
non-residential programs_are larger and there are no
consistent differences betw®en government and pri-
vate programs. For whate\(&er value it is as an -

- indicator of organization contact with clients, the

p’n'vaL% organization does not sharply différ from the

)
u‘_;

o



public sector in any ‘consistent fashion on Client-staff
ratio. '

~ )

F. Services .
Services provided by various programs, and the
‘allocation of staff time, client time and orggaization
resources to these*services are difficult to,describe in
any but the most general terms. (A vocab is
 needed to specify ‘activities structured by the organi-
~ zations or behavior of staff whieh constitutes s cific
services to clients.) Using the most general and
conventional categories, organizations most fre-
quently reported providing in-house individual and
_group counseling (91% and 75% of organizations,
respectively). Employment placement, medical serv-
ices, financial support, and vocational training were
next most often mentioned (64%, 51%, 44%, and
3% reporting).

‘In additign.@ding contracts, organizations and
agencies 'may enter into formal arrangements
whereby one party agrees to provide a service to
clients ‘‘sent’” By another, but with no funding

provided by the sending or receiving organization or

agency. This arrangement may exist between an
agency of jurisdiction and a community-based pro-
gram or between cgmmunity-based programs them-'
selves. The “servi'e9e" agreements typically concern
identification and referral, criteria for referra) accept-
ance and/or provision of a service where no money

changes hands. With such arrangements it is often

difficult to determine who has ultimate responsibility
for service délivery. o '
Examination of the sample of 154 community
correction organizations indicates that 51 of them
had at least one formal agreement for free out-of-
house services. A total of 95- service agreements

were reported where né fee for service was paid (out -

w7 ) .
u/'- e . i - . L_/(/
. Table 1L~ Client-staff ratio (average daily population/staff FTE)
I . LN . (‘ .
- CLIENT-STAFF RATIO , N of
. - . Organizations
NTw
Government y ‘ - : t E
Criminal Justice - .~ .l .. ) 6.9 - oy
Residential _ .. .o 2.88 (4 -] L. :
Non-Residential ...l ... 9.71 . (6) -o®
 OMIX ot . 6.29 ! (H Lo :

’ Drug_ .. ... e , ’ _ : 8.8 Y /f_ﬂl)
Residential _. . .. 208 ° (4) -
.Non-RSsidenti'ul _____________________________ 17.52 (1o .

CMix o . SR 1.56 (n o 9
Unclassified _________._ R 8.46 (6)
Other - oo i : 22.4 . i 9
Non-Residential ... ... 2486 ., (8)
‘Unclassified _______ ... ... e 2.89 th
g ‘ 41)
Private
Criminal Justice - __________._ i I . 3.3 (26)
’ Residential __2._ .o ... I 2.58 (8)
Non-Resjdential .. _.__._ . ... ... .- : 14.67 (1h .
MiX oo 5.07 (6)
| D] 17 I . - .67 (38)
Residential ___.__._ e 2.94 (12)
Non-Residential - e ... ©10.21 (15
MiX o o e 5.36 110) B
Other ... : 8.0 (26)
‘Residentiul,,,_.,_:., e 158 (6
Non-Residential _. .. ... ... . .. -.... 10.47 (1n .
& OMix .. L 7.89 C) .
(90)
i 8.64 (1310
e
23 cases not sufficient data
‘ 19
2, N
VR
N

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




T
‘

" Table 12 Services reported by orgar'rig;tions .

Number reporting service oro\iided:

3 ‘ 'v In

. _ * In Holise Only
- -Service” . - - "House: & Outside . Outside Pct.
‘Individual Counsel- 124 16 2 .98%)
ing ._________ R : . . .
oup Counseling 110 /67 .~ 4 83% .
Cmmiinity living _. 54. - 3 13 48%
‘Medjcal services __- 36 15 40 63%
-Vocglional training’ * 30 3 33 529
* . Remedial education -~ .33 7 V97 . 469
" Employment place- S50 0 4 s 19° . 57%
ment ___.__.__.__ ' ' A
Legal services ____~ 21 8 8.1 39%
.-Housing assistance . 28 2, - 200 .35%
Financial assistance E S ¥ | 38%
Religious services ..~ " 16 - 3 : 2. 4
Total cases (base) ~-ﬁl45 )‘\ o -
No information ~9
1 154 c
N i . 3 a

of a total of 414 agréements forrnal and informal,
free oT paid for, with outside servicg providers). The
servrces most frequently provrded py agréements not-

dferent organizations having those provided by

* external sources .under a service agreement. The
, next most frequently provided free service was out- .
~of-hguse’vocational training provided to 13 programs.

G. Program Repomng

In satlsfylng their need for clients dnd funds,
community programs sybject themselves to the de-
mands of referral and fundlng agencies. These de-
mands usually involve reporting on_the stétus and
progress of clients and on the expendrture of funds.
In those cases in which a criminal justice agency
refers clients but does not purchase services, repogts
are usually limited to status andeLogrﬁss reports.
those cases in-which an agency: sends funds but does

not refer clients, the agency usually requrres expend— :

iture report‘s and some documentation of the quantity

.. of services rendered but is seldom interested in the
particularities of clients referred by a specific agency

of the criminal justice system. Only in cases where a

criminal justice agency sends both funds and clienfs encountered in this study was limited to

to a program does -it usually requrre accountabrllty

with respect tg both the status and progress of the

offender and the expendlturerof funds.
The most strict set of reporting requirements exists
in the area of funding with virtually every organiza-

> « tion being periodically« accountable- to its funding

Q
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-acterized by. somewhat more lo §eness than are g

Table‘l} Service agreements: numbe‘r#bf ‘ﬁfofmal”

(H‘I‘(lﬂ emems rowston ofou!-o -house se lce, :
g &P m
no funds exchanged

'

‘ ~» ' Frequency Percent
Medical services - ._.._____ i % ¥ 27
Vocational training, counselmg, ) R

placement - ____.____._________ LB 15
Remedial education,-______.____ - 10 12
Communal counseling __________ ) -9 -9
Individual counseling ______:___ 8 8,

Employment placement ______ - 8 : 8.
=+ -Legal services :__________.___ '_ g8  * 8

Group counselmg______'________' ’ 5 % © 5-
Housing ___________ S - I . 3
- Religious. servrces_-_____; ______ o 3 3
Fimancial ____________________ E 2 - n?
t 95 100

source. Frequency of reporting varies from nearly
continuous monitoring ,through reports at quarterly'
intervals. Programs providing services on a fee-for-
service basis usually submit: billings monthly to the -
fundmg agency. In addition, programs may be re-
qurred as:a condition of funding to submit. to periodic

wolving payment were medical. services  with 26 - p{ogram evaluation and-financial a

* Reports of nonfunding cnmm‘a:(l justice referral |
sources concerning the progress of clients are char- /

ﬁrrancral reports. Some programs| agree to Submltl
written reports at régular intervals regarding any |

s client referred from a particular criminal justice |
agency. Others negotrate a. reporting schedule tal-/

~ lored to the interests of the referring agency concem-,
ing each mdlvrdual client. Ipprobation and parole -
departments in @ch mdlvrdual caseworkers are - th‘e
primary- contact Ywith commhruty _programs, reports
are usually informal betweeg the program and the
caseworker. /Except in ‘the case of splits, when the
program typically ‘contacts the: Caseworker most
informal reporting consists of telephone calls by the
caseworker to the program. This process is hit.and ‘
miss if* camed out at all. Many caseworkers gave the - -
impression that unless they hear otherwise they
assume everything is going all right.

, For thq most part the level of agency m

quarterly cost reports
little to address’ t
impact accoun
correctionalclients' in thrs myriad of programs is to
achieve change, there needs to be' some way of
assessing and evaluating this change. Among most of




" “drug free™ oryhe is not—and (2) many clients

" I-I -Nefghbofl;ood

the programs studied the &stéﬂébie accoun

:ures and account to

"i]-

ity is process rather than imp: t oriented: project

accomplishments are. reported 'in terms of numbers .

‘clients completing program stages; services of-
red; out-client (post graduation) ‘contacts With
s. There was widespread inability on-the ‘part
of :

indeed a, critical isgue because (1
-have dichotomous outcome measures—a client is
leave
ipations

the program of receive ‘‘incomplete” te
(expelled)." A few QE?grams impose their own
criteria and definitighs of sgpvice units. This'
in response to agency depfands but rather an internal
organization decision t¢/establish performance meas-
emselves. ' '

S,tfapporf‘ onﬂéﬁpﬁsiﬁon

- "‘l;zle'neqedv'on the one hand to prevent or neutralize

neighborhood opposition and on the other to mobi-
ljze community support: are important problems for

... "most quman service organizations, particularly those.

‘, ‘eri)le complexity.

v
A

treating stigmatized people such as ‘‘criminals’ or
“‘dope addicts”. The issues itvolved aresof consid-

"Residential programs treating drug and" alcohol

—s"=sddicted clients have the most trouble with commu-

N

~e

© ity opposition (with non-residential

drug programs
© 5, ) -
> ., F‘»‘ .
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1 3 ‘ -~ ‘successfully ignore thejr Spponents,
strators arid program staff to accountifor_ . -ethpie-base of support from the immediate commul-
turnover rates of value partial services: This latter is - ‘ R N

)ﬂ'({any programs _ .

“such as

‘programs,
~ carefully address. In a second type of situation the
* orgahi

_‘community interest groups. Here the €

“tions and s at : ,
" other groups are foci of directors and staff time. Ina . -

one ‘maintenarice-aiso attracting op- )
position). "There has been a varied response with
respect. to hostility with most -programs actively
promoting themselves to neighbors and the entire
urban region, while others have either been able to
i or had solid .

“Three situations seemed to be prevalent. In one, .-
the organization grew from a broader mobilization of

peighborhood-ethnic ‘or community forces suchasa

black community multi-services center, or a hispanic

organization there is Maximum -dependence of the.

~ or Italian neij;zorhood- center. In this type of’

 organization ‘off -specific ' support - frorh “an ethnic -

community but' that support is .usually not proble-
matic. Ironically, although usually short of funding,

© " sometimes receipt of federal contract or grant funds

may. raise ‘an issue With- the. supporters for some
which - these. organizations -have had to

hizafion has a regognized' right to location. and .
may seek to -increase or mainfain working ties with
is to
neutralize actual or potential ppPosition. Public rela-

efforts at opening .communications with

third situation an organization is attempting to estab-
lish a location or is fighting for survival against legal:
or pressure group opposition. : o

]
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Ill CO '[S AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT

A Fmances S

State and loca.l umts ~of government funded the
largest proportion of the 119 organizations 1s respond- /
ing (47.1% and 42.0%, respectively) and. contributed

'~ 38.5% of the-almost $28 million in total dollar volume

(but much of ‘this is _ultimately Federal funds. from
. ELEAA or NIDA). The federat level accounted for -
* 28.2% of the total dollars and funded 33 organi‘za
on s (27.7%).

sidential pro”gramg display low negative correlp-
tions between the percent of crirhinal justice réferrals
and the number of flindi g and referral sources: his
~may indicate some mov&'nent toward programs ex-
~“clusively for clients from a smg]e sourge, even

« though ‘probation, parole, and/ prison clients may

come from that source and be competing for pro-
grams slots. Low negative relationships between the
number ogserwces provided. and thy propomon of
referrals fiom pre-tnal (-.2004) and post-institutional ,
(-.3282) stages of cri Justloexw,e\re found, that is,
organizations receiving proportionately more clients
- from fewer referrdl sources provided fewer services—
an expected market effect of monopsony. 4 Measured
in another way, the number of services provided by.
a residential organization varied directly (.4601) with
he number of fundlng sources; although this may be
e re,sult of larger total budgets being associated

y w1th more sources.

"Similar results on, thése vanables were ‘not found
for non- resndent;a] programs, but the number of
programs therein was. ‘positively related to- fundingy |
(3474) and ‘referral sources (.3328). The negative
correlation ( 3935) between percent pre-trial and
post-mstltutlonal referrdls tends to reinforce the ex- :
clusnvnty’of clientele for any particular vendor Wthh
-may contribute to monopsonistic power on the
demand side. Findings similar to the above were not
“found, for~combined residential/non-residential pro-

- grams (mlx) : ' .

. Finapcial arranfements may _vary sngmflcantly in
terms of when payments age made in the service -

‘Mongpsony is a.concentration of one or two buyers qut as monopoly s an

concentration of production in one seller).

22
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. * and the units o

- be determme

-
A

4

S

- {/ g { 9
dehvery procesg, the basis for_detennj)n’gg unit costs
rvige (clients, client days, efc]). A
- block grant may jnclude start-up costs, cover only a
portion of ergapfzations total budget, specify numbep/
of-clients to rviced, ‘etc. How“these finanefal
terms are_specified will impact on the firm’s cash
flow; the Rinds® of client«related and accounting datas
it collects, mllowable overhead rates and a,host of -

other factors related to the orgamzatlon s-Anternal
managesnent. : o

~

.

for-service or flat grants - prodiice
erv1ces, other things being equal, cannot.
X priori, but they create very different.
lat" grants¥ minimize vendors’. risk in
sufficient referrals to remain in business; .

incentives.
maintaini

‘it is the agency’s respons:blhty to assure the segvice |

is fully utilized. (This is often not done; one’ case -
included in the study was financed by a third party

‘and had never operated at more than one-fourth

capacity.) Under a fee-for- -service arrangément, how-

- ever, the risk js transferred to the supplier, becayse*

fixed costs will require a certain level of referrals for -
revenues to begin approaching a break-even point.

On the other hand, fee-for-service may include

undesirable effects if the service provider is inter-
ested in maintaining a certain market share aiid thus -

d‘selays admission when program capacny is reached.
Since this was a cross-sectional study, it was not *

‘possible to exam}me rigorously the entry and exit of

firms'from the market. During field mte;vnews how-
ever, three factors suggested themsglves: scale of

- operations, expexience delivering similar services to (

other /,ohent groups and ofganized commumty sup-

port/ ! ) ‘
A large orgamzatlon (budget overrfﬂ million) .
livering vocational rehabilitation serVices on one

sit¢_ was able to enter the market and. establish -its *
credltablhty by giving yt'eferentlal treatment .to jus®
tice fsystem clients pno,r\to any contractual agree-
ment. Another large organization set up an‘almost
identical offshoot of an e;iisting program (on which it
held a monopoly) fo treat.criminal justice clients. In
additiorr to creating a separate programh entity, a

i) : . ' .
o . _ s

’ .
- ~



" . treatment intervention.

variation on funding was se%&_d."ﬂfé ¢rlier,pro-
gram was fee-for-service, while tf criminal- justice
program was block-funded on an hourly estimate per

© et méyfn‘ot be necessary however. for a large

¢

———

someone.

established firm to have a contract directly with a
justice agéncy, if jhas a problem focus such as
drugs. A rtesidentjal/non-residential drug program in
one city has 70% law violators but only 10% of 'its
funds were derived from justice
case, the ‘criminal justice pr(‘?é‘sg created a ready
pool of potential clients which would be paid for by
- . N %
Several providers originated ﬁom community or-
ganizati?nsz which either were able _to ‘establish a
performancg history and then receive-funds or to
ifi “financial ' support for initiating services. In one
instance, a community organization used its own

funds and donated services to back-a lay counseling,

program,'f)ut, ‘three years later, was able to establish
a separate organization with criminal jystice nmonies.+

A residential, halfway house program in another city -
grew out of citizens’ concerns for releasees from a ’

state institution. g . v
The above examples are intended to be, only

-~ illustrative of three common factors which appear to
" have been instrumental -in several firms’ entry into.

the market. Given that most organizasions studied
would be corisidered small businesses with failure
rates attending such operations, a more rigorous,"
time series analysis of the phenormenon would' shed
additional light on the underlying causes of failures
and successes. >

.
. °

B. Product Differentiation

Product differentiation or [specialization in the

" correctional services mérkets examined by this study.

Q
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tended to be either along a need/problem or client
dimension. Transportation to a detox center is an
example of the first type; general purpose “halfway -
houses, ge. second. There are also mixed specializa-
tions. Drug ti’p{tm’ent‘in a therapeutic community is
principally problem-oriented but attempts’ to serve all
of the client's needs. A residential program for

' 'women congentyates first and foremost on gender
" but deals with all problems associated with these

persons. Of the sample 'of organizations studied in

depth ‘during this fprojectd, some newér organizations '

(receiving in some cases substantial funding) tended

to be those with a new area of specialization. They .

had identified (or created) a problem group ‘and set
up a hierarchy to treat it. Several progra’{ms for

»

. - [

agencies. In this -

women fall into this class as do some of thé drug
and alcghol programs. : S -
Entry into the correctional services market as

~ discussed earlier suggested an organization’s scale of e
ation, .iks track record and political support as®

¢

ope
-.mafi)r factors.~Organizations lacking some or all of

 these Gtributgs ‘might be, well seri‘/%d to identify a
“new”’ area of rieed and propose to. treat ig. Follpw-

ing is a brief discussion of organizdtions studied in-

depth which offered some kind of specialization in-

,order to enter the colvectional services.market.

- Women’s programs observed in two cities clearly

wefe able .to enter the market.and obtain funding

because’ of 'thei;{specialization in both clients and"

’ﬁrvices. One pfogram limited its Cfents to women
. with no history ‘of drug abuse or violen

able t6 enter. the market in a city with an-old, well-
established social service delivery, syﬁem2 and a
gaucity of criminal justice contracts. The other

" speciflized in ' women drug offenders who genergfly

either had Chi}qren or were pregnant. In both cases
funding appeared to be “‘generous” and- monitofing
_minima). (The efficiency implications ang'clienyvlimi-
tations will be discussed later in -this section.) Staff
outnumbered residents due to the variety of services

deemed necessary for the clients.
THe others entered the corrections’ market by

w

being provideg to the -non-offender populafion and

making them availale to correctional clients.  One.

_organization accomplished this without criminal jus-

and was -

X

 tice money; the othér renamed the program in order

to obtain funding (and.clients). ) .

- Specialization -in legal services and transportation -

enabled two other programs to operate in one site
studied. In one, legal (and other) services are pro-
vided: to jail prisoners. The. other program was a
pick-up service for public intoxicants designed to
- reduce drunk-in-public Zarrests. {nterestingly, such
arrests have remained constant; yet the program
continues. One Miami program s initiated by

focusing on drug and other Substance 3buse problems -

long before this area was a public prigrity. Primarily

privately funded at first, ig later was able to enter the

public monesamarket when support for these services
became more prevalent. ‘

! Cammr™ ) ‘
C. Capacity Utilization -

|
~This statistic has gréat relevance for a ﬁrrr{ seeking
to operate eﬂZticntly. It is a comparison of a flow
" (average daily

client spaces).
/"

o 4

4 .
-~

L . %

A

Ropulation) withi a stock (total beds or-
. et

/ /
1
. ~
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" Inftable 7 it_was shown thr;?he averages forthe-
‘organizations ranged from a ﬁ.:ll of 77.4 percent for
residential programs, to a mean of 81.5% for the

resndenﬁal component of mixed programs. The dis- .’

persion. of program values around, these means was

qui . Only half of those repohmg were. oper-

ating at better than 80% of capacity. Average daily

. populations for all organization types were fairly

" “small. lmprovmg Capacity utilization i is, thus a matle,r
© of ﬁllmg few client.spaces.

'Under- utilization may arise for severa] reasons.

For any program, lack of referrals can be a problem,

- and the tighter the restrictions on ,acceptable clients

o (1 €.,

S y~ this problem will* be’ Thronic, Oge program
B pecnahzmg in the woman, offender mentioned earlier-
: rated’ at 28% (5.5 clients) of capacity*because
“they could not find a largéenougb pool of *’quali-
- fied” clients, due to the program’s highly selective.
screening.-

Extemal constraints may also reduce capacrty

Y

utilization. The other women’s program cited fearlier ,

‘had a house capacrty of 12, but was prohibited by

. . zoning restrictions from. housmé morgg than six
" women. A pick-up ‘service for public ine nates had

: the resourcesmo pick up 75 persons in a 24-hour
‘penod but was limited to an average of 23 because
of the lack of bed space at detox centers. :
Greater incentive to adjust staff ahd resources

result when clients are funded on a’per djem basis:
_the orgamzat{on is only paid for clrents/actually being

.. served. One successful halfway house spends a great
" deal of time at referral agencies seeking clrents

- because most of their (undmg is per diem.

Organizations were asked a series of questions
regarding- determinants of capacity and their re-
sponsgs to overcrowding and, underutilization. Staff

size Was cited by 50% of the respondents as a major

- determinant of capacrty Bed space is a major
constraint.on resldentral (and a few non-residential)
programs. Budget limitations’ were a factor for 26%
‘fof all programs. Urganization pohcy was a factor for

. 2195, and the number of criminal " justice referrals .

constrained 13%.

Organizational response to elther overcrowdlng or

" ekcessive capacity ylelded sofme lnterestmg answers.

.- Two-thirds of the programs say that they would
.- respopd to overgowdlng by delayjng admissions.
-Only ‘one-third would ‘refer to oth@orgamzatrons,
8% shorten the client’s program and 3% alter client
status (e.g., change from in-patient to out-patient).
Apparently, the criminal justice system referrers rein-
force this pthy of delay By not forcing referrals to

. 24

"J.

the more specialized a program i), the mdre

- 'service costs close B

T TN
E Volunteers , —

other programs. (It should-be remembered however,

-that underutilization rather-than overcrowding is the

problem in commumty corrchons ¥ (
™~ P

D. lerigt‘h of St_cy T

How long a client r&eives the services of a .-

" program has implications for” gost,  and, ‘indirectly,
“the definition of a unit of $ervice. Some unit cost )

differences are readily- apparent. In Boston, for
example, several residenti rograms provide pre-
release services. The costs:for completed ‘bnits of
service are very slrmlar between the lowest pnce.d
program "anid the moderate ones simply becalse thE -
average (and in some caseg planned) length of stay is -
shorter for the latter. These programs- contrast
sharply with one case which not enly has a higher -
daily cost but a substantially longer plannedlength
of stay: a five-fold cost diffef endg . emerges. The®
employment programs in “Miami exhibit similar char-
acteristics. The daily costs of one ﬁ'ogram are almost
twice as high 'as another; only a fauch, shgrter ~
average length of stay for the ﬁ;rst keeps the total )

!

Q;l average, volunteers compnsed 15% of total
staff complement.. Non-resrdmtrg@rograms had the
greatest mean hours of volunteer” work. This:
partially agcount for the subsiantral (mean y

" cqst and bed space dlﬁ'erentlal between their pro-'

grams and either re idential or miXed programs.
In'general, private organizations are more likely to’
use volunteers than are govgmment 'a'gencies, and

.

... volunteers contribute a greater proportlon of total .

ours worked it private orgamzahons than in gov: '
ernment programs. 5
It appears clear that some programs could not

+ compete, others could not survive and seme could

not meet -their program objectives without volun-
teers. One halfway house orgamzt'mon pays -lower
salaries, is-able to ‘‘divide} its senior adlmmstrators
between several facrlmes, and uses volunteers in -
order ‘to remain competrtrve A thérapeutic commu-

- nity-drug treatment program recewed”inadequate "
" funding to operate its, house at capacrty ‘In order to -.",

accomplish this, the staff, in their own words, do a *
16t of. “hustlmg“ ‘sedking out inexpensive food
sources, sollcmng contributionsy, running fund-raising -
activities and using chents as volunteers. A program
m Mramr -which also engages in such activitiés
‘‘saves’ 2T% of its budget ln its non- res1dent1al

. -
%)
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N Table ‘_1_4"‘ ‘V(Ay/_lm‘;eer.\:/ LT

' SEull-Time

R RN Mean Hours
Organization- Weekly s Equivalent
‘ Characteristics + - o : (Rounded) L (FTE)
* Number of Full-Tim¢ Paid = " * _
‘Employees N .
<, 69 T 4n 1.7.
97 .45 24
Lo 47 (30) oo
3 a9 AR
cover30 ..o 192 e <7 48w
Program Type . .. o R _
Residential 7_____.. 3 G369
s Non-Residential___ 141 77 (72) . 3.5
Mixed ..l . 41 (29) 1.0

S

2

-programs and gti"% ‘in its residential operations

- through the use of volunteers.

Dade, Madison and Honolulu all had programs in

“which voluntger usage was a stated programr objec-
. tive. The Ddde program actually doubled its budget -
.- when volunteer costs dand other ‘donated services
. were taken into account. A deferred prosecution
*."“program cost 18% more and-a cotinseling service to
 probationers cost 29% more. One program explicitly

stated the value of the “‘free” resources it used at’

the hourty .rate for the professional’s time. Volun-
teers and other. external . resources represent one
major vehicle for an organization seeking. to foster
. cost to.its funding source. -

' b

, F: Total Bu_dgét

- A Y

A3

Correlations were computed between a large num-

‘ber of independent .varigbles and two q;épepdent
variables measuring_cost: total budggt, and average
béd costs! Regression analysis wa¢ used -ongingan
daily cost, of chief interest bécause it translatés Yhe
budget into costs for the current client p()/pulati‘&].
Regressions were run fof the total number of organi-
zations, as well as fdr only privately operated
programs. In each type costs werg expressed and,
regression analysis fun separately for residential,
non-residential and. tnixed (both r’e_sidentiuf and“non-
Trgsidential) programs.

v~ Generally, for residential, non-residential.and

mixed or‘gﬁni'mt_ions, the major determinants of total h

annual budget were those associated with scalé ahd
public mogies. For residential programs; 94% of. the

. variation in this dependent variable was explained by

.

total government dollars. ,
~Non-residential organizations had. even more of
their budget vasiations explained by total government

Ea

*

. some community involvement and reduce the total .

. . -
_Table 15 The percentage of ull personnel who are
- -anpaid volunteers (in Full Time Equivalents)

-Primary et . )
<, funding . e b .l Percent o
source’ = x‘v,\ o, W ‘ N "’vo\unteers

: ’ T~ I A
Government Programs ’ ! A
Crirpinal.lustice-__,-, ________ (13) 7.5 0
Drug Treatment _2___.__.__ = (22) 3.2 ‘
Other ____.. Ml (12) 24
_Privitely Operated Programs .
' Criminal Justice - _.___._ .. (30) <153
Drugs Treatment ________.__ (42) 9.6
Other! 7« @1y A6
Tuble Cases ... 150) Z s
Missing L.l @) {
Total oo (154)

“dollars: R2='.976. Mixed organizjtions exhibited the -
same, influences with smaller  m
that many organizations received government money:

" at-some*level largely accounts for these results. -

Government moéney“is substantial enough that its
variation alone will cgyse mjor fluctuations in an ,
- organization’s "budget. Staff 4re a large "enough
. budget component (over 60% of total cost) that
#’ﬁfdditior}s or déletions will explain most of the
remaining variation. In a sense, the correlation with
government:money is a sign that program budgets

" may be adjusted to the Scontributions of the govern-

meht, rather.than the other way around. On-site
*Visits reinfprce this; several organizations with:reduc-
tions in‘govgrnment »z_alocations were forced to revise

k their budgets down»ﬂard—éthey were unable to make

"

ap the;diﬂ‘erence from other SOUrCgS.

= h

:G. Mean Daily Costs ;d\bC)’
. Variation in these costs was less explainable by
" one or two independent variables. In addition, differ-
ént..variables were significant for each kind of
organization. N\

- Residential programs required sﬁ'\vari/abLe\s 40
explain -99% of the average daily cost vanation, of
which capacity utilization and totgiczgp‘aci‘t‘y' ain
27%. I& the casé of capacity utifization, a negative
relationship implies lower MDC as more. beds are
filled, suggesting a substantial fixed cost component.

"In other words, a certatn core staff or, physical plant
may be.adequate for a gange of)daily populations.
“Since it is not always easy. to hire fractions of people -
O¢ buildings, these resources will be underutilized
“with sm;&po‘pulations apd _therefore substantial
t

* incrementgwill 'rg(\l_)e immediafely necessary as
Y N R ’ \. . . ‘
! Pan 25
A -
¢
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' of‘admnssnons which a.criminal justice system refers, #

0o =

. .
.population increases. The daily clismt cost M
cline gs it is spread over more clients.” - - :
Totl capacity, total b\\dget total government
funds, number of referral sources anid the percentage

account-for nearly all the variance in mean daily cost
in residential- programs. For non- résidential pro-
grams, MDC is a function of g Targer number of
variables: total program staff, percentage of admis-
sions referred from justice agencies. and total capac-
,ty are the highest contributors: Forprograms with
both residential and non-residential progran#s mean
daily cost was a function of total staff size, number
of services offered (but negatively, suggesting a

.

.
Table 16 Mean dm/y cost: regresuon angilysis S
Muluple correlations (R)' proportlon of variance accounted for (R, and simple correlation (r)
-\Yanable' o "R R? R? Chan'ge o =,

All residential programs:” : : e < -

" Capacity Utilized .._________ o PR - Y L3406 1160 1160 ~.3406

. Total Capacity : 5154 .2657 ’ 1497, —.2426 -
Iotal Budget . .7297 .5325 T, 2668 L1642 -

_ Total Government Fugds .. _________ .8168 - .6672 C1347 L1423
Number Referral Sourkes .. __ P A t 9987 .9975 v.3303 .2412. . A\
Percent Admission Referred .______ i 9994 9988 00j3 2727

All Non-residential programs/ ~ R o ‘ . ) ‘

“Program Staff ____ _ 7 . el .3060 : .0936 ‘ .0936 ' 3060 .
Percent Admissions Referred __.______._ e .3641 11325 .0389 1135
Total Capacity :__{________ S . 4389 1 L1926 0601 o 1993,

Total Volunteer FIE ______________ T o469 2371 L 0a4d ¢ @ 1083 -

© %LocalDollars .____________ ... . - T 5223 ‘ 2728 ©.0357 - ©o~d 1664
‘Number of Funding Sources ______._______ . oo 5638 7 3178 ©.0450-. S L1494
Turnover Rate.. ... . ______________ 5928 13515 ..0336 .° 1581 L

- Total Admissions’ _________ . ".6247 .3903 .0388 . ~.0573
Total Government Dollars _____________.___ 6634 4401 - 0498 11987
$Total Budget ___.__ I 7163 5131 .0730 . 2023

"% Cerrections Refermls ______________________ .8145 .6634 . Tos02° - —.1096
Number-of Programs .~ - __________ .. __ .9840 .9683 .3049 . —.1880
% Probation Referrals » . ___________________ .9869 9741 -, .0058 : .2307

* Number of Referral Sources __________ ... .9880 . .9762. .0020 .0790"

» % FederalDollars .______.___ © 989 9783 ) .0021 1157
Number of Services ____.___ . ______ .9896 .9793 .0010 © —.2288

All Mixed programs; ) - l
Total Staff FTE Y ____ ... 7432 - .5523 .5523 7432

. Number-of Setvices. ________ . 1911 " .6258. 0734 -.2025
Number of Programs _____ . ___ . __ 8114 .6584 .0326 .5298 .

Total Capacity ._______ i 8584 .7370 .0785 ~.1388
Total Volunteer FTE _____* .8768 .7688 .0318 '~ 3140
- % Support Staff FTE ______________________ . __ 8904 "4,7931 - . .0243 < 385"
Total Admissions _.________ . ________________ T .9049 + 8189 10257 .1200

C‘% Corrections Referrals ... _~____________ ' 9152 .8377 .0187 .0121 .
% Probation Referrals .+ 9193 8452 . 0075 -.1228 ’
% DIV Referrdls ____________________ L .9303 8656 .0203. ; 1310
$Totul Budget .o ___ . 9328 8702 0045 " -~ " 6848
% Program S[dff FTE . ...+ .. . 9344 & 8731 ,0029 12673

. . \
— - - .
. v v 'y

-

‘qual&y, intensity or oOther asﬂec‘:t of :pkrogram which

we have not measured) number of programs and
total capacity. These four accoum for 74% of the
variance of MDC. '

Daily cost assuming full capacnty is hlgh]y corre-
lated with the actual mean daily cost; for residential
pr@grams r = .78, for won-residéqtial r =
mixed programs mean daily cost correlates 82 -w1th

" this measure.

There is some interest in’ reducing the datp/((o

only the privately operated pregrams. A reduced set
ndent vanables was -used omitting several

of ind
budget variables,

(Qetenmne the conlgbutlon of
non-monetary influen : .

S

.93. For’

af

>



Tdhl&; l7 Mean q’gl’lv Ccost
Regresslon analysis: muluplc correfations (R). proportion of
variance dccoumed for (R*),. and \rmple correlation (r).

.

\ 3

o . * R -R? R? change- r
h . ‘J

. 'Private Residential Ohly N=2§ DV Mean Daily Cost
“ . CSRATIO~. _....___ 46577 2169 2169 —.4657
CAPUTL _._..__.._0 .6029 3634 ~ .1466  —.3644
PCTSUS _._...___ . .6807 - 4634 0998 —.2177
- PCTPRO ____..__.. 6853 4696 0062 . 2746
PCTDIV ... _.__ 6920 4789 0093 T L1163
PCTREF .. ____ . 6989 (4885 0096 3196
TURNOV __.____.__ ,T024 4934 0049 —.0330
PCTSAS ... 7043 4960 0027 - 2178
VOLFTE ____.._.. 7061 4987 L0027 1223

* Private Non- Resrdenudl Only N=37 R
CSRATIO __:.____._ 35 1284 1284 3583,
PCTSAS ... __ 4063 1651 0367 0418
CAPUTL .________'-.'.4569 ©.2088 0437 L0245
“PCTPRO ... 5113 2614 .0526 1997
PCTREF . 5970 3564 L0950~ 1185,
PCTDIV . ... 6345 4026 0426  -.0680
_PCTCOR . . 6547 4287 0261 1243
TURNOV - _ .. 6650 4422 0135 L0370
" VOLFTE ... b9 4d7a 0052 0442
3. PCTPGS: .. o-.___: 6695 4483 0009, 0623

Private Mixed Residential and Non-Residential N 21
CSRATO ______ .. 4332 1876 1876 - 4332,
\-CAPUTL _..__.__._ 5701 - .3246 370 22680
- PCTPRO ..__._.._. 6228 3879 063} - - .1694
* PCTCOR ..__...... 6632 4399 0520 - 1685
_ NSERVC ____. g~ 7140 5098 0699~ 1999
PCTPGS ..__...... .7463 5570 , .0472 4320
TURNOV .____.___ 7550 .5852 0283 0442
PCTSAS .....__.L. 7671 .588S 0032 L1174
- “PCTREF .1 7700 5928 0044 - 0765
'V()LFTF .. 7730 5976 0047 - 2572

e g e e e o s e
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~ In the pﬁvate sector the variables which account
for ygriance in mean daily cost are similar dcross

. residential, non-residential and mixed programs. The

client staff ratio is ‘the first variable to enter in all
three equations. 'I’he capacrty utilized was always

" either second or third, and the percentage of all

refenals contnbuted by probatron entered thlrd or
fourth in all cases. &

While averages medlans and trends have been

. derived and. discussed for the organizations in this

study, this is still an area that is characterized by .
great diversity regarding what is being provided, how
it is provided, and for whom. If this system of social
service delrvery is to grow in the future, substantially

“more economics. research is needed in order to

1. develop better deﬁnltrons of and  measures for
units of output;

2. better estimate and compare the costs associ-
ated with these service units; this will - requrre
more complete and accurate data-on the contri-.
-butions of thegcommunity at large (volunteers)

other units of government (subsrdy) and social +

4 service agencies in general (manpower ‘welfare,
drug rehabrhtatron etc.);

i 3. ‘improve the qualrty of contracts which delineate

the programmatic and fiscal relationships be-'
tween the -service provider and the agency
ultimately responsible for the client;

‘4. foster more understanding of and research on
-consumer, breﬁerence—how to more thoroughly
involve:the ultimate consumer (the correctional
“client) in decrsrons regardrng his welfare

- . &
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" sive city-wide directories of community
available to correctional agencies, the présence of

v. ISSUES IN PI.ANNING AND RESEARCH

‘

A. lIs There ‘a System of Commumty
Corredlons? -

.Most of the commumty based programs to which
offenders are referred by Corrections or the court,
have a mixed clientele of offenders and non-of-
fenders. Outside of criminal justice funded programs,
clientele average about half justice agency referred.

For the c¢riminal justice referral agent with re-
sponsibilities for supervision and control over -his

. client as ‘well as rehabilitative concerns, to narrow

the choice to programs exclusively for offenders and/:
or run or primarily funded by justice sources, would
be to leave out the majority of services now available

" to and be]ng used by justice agencies. Most programs

used by offenders (on referral) are 'also used by non-

“offenders (or self-réferred oﬁenders) Most of the

agencies we surveyed left decision-making on refet-
rals in the hands of individual caseworkers whose
knowledge of the programs available varied consid-

erably, as did their propensity to refer (aned the -

correlation was not always posmve) .
Given the absence of up-to-date and comprehen

caseworker autonomy (under conditions where typi-
cally the caseworker<s young, new to the job and
handling a heavy caseload), in a community where
most services are available in general social welfare
programs, do we have a community correctional
system at all? The experience of the five cities

studied - suggests more of a-dispersed\array -rather .

than a system. However, there are five €lements that

" .portend the emergence of a system: (1) government

funded .offender.only. programs contracted to private
organizations; (2) community-based programs run by

_corrections . agencies; (3) coordinating referral agen-

cies; (4) offense-specific' community programs; and
(5) state planning. agencies and substance abuse
consortia of .private -and government service pro-

’ grams

B. The Em rgmg System

lf Gover menl Sfunded offender only programs.

LEAA (and other government agencies) now fund
14

-

2 0 ;

Se

l’VlCCS .

1

resndentldl and non—resndentla]?rograms for offenders
only. In Dade County for example the Comprehe

sive Offender Program funded by LEAA support 5
programs, two privately run halfway houses, and 3
privately run non-residential programs: CETA fupds
support\Job training and job placement programs
specifically for offenders. These funds. do not come

directly from Washington, but are funneled through

state and/or county boards o planning agencies.

!

" /State Depar¢ments of Correction, the Federal Bureau
“of Prisons and various state parole and probation

boards have entered commugity - corrections pro-
gramming-ether dlrectl? or via contractmg Thus in
“Florida the Stite Probation and Parole Commision
directly rung two halfway houses-for parolees. While
more: typically Departments of Corr?z(on either
dire_ctl;}{un or contract for the running of pre-release
centers, e.g., in-Massachusetts the Department of
Corrections operates three pre-release centers; in
Hawaii the") Department of Corrections operates two
pre-release centers; the Federal Buréau of Prisons
runs a community treatment center in the San
Francisco Bay area. Arrangements in which. an
offender may finish out his sentence at a halfway
house with a DOC contractealso exist. =

3. Coordinating referral agencies. Our interviews

showed that a sizable number of persons did-not

simply get sent from an origirial agency of jurisdiction
* to a program with service$: Instead”in most places
organizations have developed that bring’ together
persons with a similar problem, or criminal status.
TASC (Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime) is an
attempt to identify and refer opiate abusers to
appropriate community-based facilities. Another

agency refers all_persons convicted of .an alcohol--

related offénse- to appropriate community programs.
A number of programs for certain statuses of of-
fenders (e.g., first offenders,” misdemeanants) also
have emerged whose basic task is to refer the

offender to the prope&;n community program to .
learn,-work or receive 4 Ireatment.

These agencies bring together persons and treat
them as a genre of client. in need of help by
community service providefstand because of the

A

1
£ L

i 2. Corrections ugencies run commuhnity programs.-

4
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large number of clients “involved become highly
visible to these service providers. '
, 4. Offense-specific programs. These are programs
that coordinative referral -agencies will often send
their clients to. They are -normally focused on
specific offenses (and do referring if at all as a
secondary, not primary task). The many drunk
driving schools across the country fit this model, as
‘do various programs for illicit substance users.

'S. Substance abuse consortia- and state planning
agencies. In the area of drug and alcohol rehabilita-

“Tequire detailed information on' programs in order to

" be eligible for funds. Laws ‘generally require thaj

considerable attention be given to record keeping
and that programs be open for inspection. Further,

+.funds may come from a single source such as a unit

. of a state planning agency, or a county planning

. board. This had led a large number of organizations
_ 1o face similar hurdles in gathering funds and clients’

from a few sources (a unit of local government for
funds, a coordinative _F_efenal}gency for clients) and
under these conditions *‘trade associations’’ (groups
of substance abuse service providers collected i/nto

@on the Federal govemment has moved strorgly to

rections. ‘The legal and functional arrangements in
justice and corrections ‘make acceptance of compre-
hensive planning of referral and contracting proble-

" matic at the very least:

" The dilemma between the potential o'l'éL-cé)h't‘rol of
Federal regulation and the potential abusgs of unre- -}
gulated private ‘enterprise ‘is not peculiar to correc- -

. tions’ or justice agencys’ use of private organizations

to provide services. It is a general problem where
public needs are recognized and government intro-
duces supports to specific programs to mieet thase
needs. There are indications that future expansion of

* community-based programs in justice and corrections

an association) have emerged to bargain with plan- *

ning agencies. ) 8
The Omnibus Crime Control Act'itself, while an

expression of ‘‘New Federalism”, mandated setting .

up*State Planning nAgencies for the purposes of
comprehensive planning fo riminal justice improve-
‘ment and dispersing funds. Other Federal laws
separately for alcohol, drug abuse and mental health
also induced states to set up single state agencigs to
plan, coordinate and administer each of these do-
mains for rehabilitation services.

With the Federal government efhphasizing com-
prehensive planning in a number lareas and requir-
ing the development of single , state agencies to
administer the overall state effort and distribute
funds in those areas, the beginning of a community
correcgonal system can be seen.

'

C. Comprehensive Planning

The issues raised by comprehensive planning ef-
forts are fundamental. There are many difficulties in
achieving the objective of system coordination. Data
on funding and contracting indicate that the system
is complex, that LEAA (directly or via State Plan-
ning Agencies) by no means enjoys a monopoly on
the funding of halfway houses; that organizations
’other\fhﬁ%altl Ifway houses contribute a €onsiderable
amount of-the services constituting g:ommunit'y cor-

.

will raise the salience of the issue, as it already has
arisen in other Federally Stimulated programs.

The relationship between organizations which pro-
vide rcorrectibnal services, funding sources, and
sources. of referrals is’ complex. If community-based
corrections is to be responsible for any substantjal
numiber of persons officially ‘‘diverted” from th
couirt gr under sentence to probation or corrections,
this will likely include the private sector because
today services ar® diverse and are supplied largely
by. private organizations. Service delivery will be
paid for from various sources: grants, entitlements
and contracts. Entitlements refer to a very large
population of individual citizens; grants are broad
and offer less opportunity fof control over time. It
appears currently that contractors are preferred over
either grants or entitlements by those responsible for
designing and #dministering correctional programs.
This trend seems likely to continue to be the
preference in the immediate future. ’

In the present situation and in the foreseeable
future, expansion “nmunity corrections is de-
pendent on Federa: + dJirectly through ‘Washington
or the State Planning . _. .vies, or indirectly through
LEAA funds via pass through State and local offices
or subcontracts with what we have called agencies
of jurisdiction which have -received support from
State Planning Agencies or from drug abuse, labor
(manpower) and mental health furiding. If left to
State and local budgets, preésures are strong to
expend tax-based funds on-existing agencies; if left .
to private contributions and United Way funding,
programs remain more or less autonomous and may
or may not comply with the legal or administrative
rules for public” offenders. In either event, such
private community-based programs are unlikely to
receive many per<ons under sentence to corrections.

If that is the cas¢, compunity ections presents
an example of what some writers haye refefred to as

ral p

internal foreign aid. Problems in Fe rograms

\o



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~~
for the relief of perceived crises in U'S. cities have
been compared with the provision ‘of foreign aid to
under-developed nations, specifically the need for
donor agencies to set up dependable channels for

_ dispersem'ent of funds and the need to have working

. relationships with usually remote groups and individ-
uals who must implement programs supported. ‘Al-
“though it is comparing foreign aid with the Economic

_ Development Administration in Oakland, the follow-
- ing passage may “easily be extended to contracting

for corrections services in the community.

‘“*an important internal goal for an organization is
« the rationalization of its work schedule. It must
secure for itself a stable flow of business so it can
allocate ity time and resources. When many of the
recipients . . .

means the . . . donor has ag/interestin establishing

a steady flow of projects requesting funds. Should -

the recipient . . . be unable to supply this flow the
donor orgamzatlon will stimulate;it by engaging in
a form of vertical integration. It sends out teams
that suggest the kind of projects desired and that
may even help draw them out. It seeks oases of
calm and stability in the form of autonomous
“organizations that do-not have to follow civil
services regulations and that control thelr own
funds. The donor establishes genial relationships
withf* sub-units. in the recipient nation. ... They
hay Luppomve relatlonshlp one Spends and the
er supplies the money.’
sky.1973. p. 137)

Pressman and Wildavsky point out the great
difficulty of implementing projects after funding is
arranged because of the many different interests
layers of legal and informal clearances '~
typically invdlved m public program
and apparently mevntably when loca
**are_involved. For this reason the Hor

STRLD
nments
agency

“becomes concerned with local levei coordination

-even.though publicly expressing the great value of
Jlocal effort to'solve local problems.

From the standpoint of cither 4 community or the
service -provider, contracts open the possibility of
starting or extending services which are felt to be
needed. This is-not without cost to the recipient. In
interviews with ﬂ\ersonnel of agencies as well as

directors of .private programs. contracting was often,
Those in local or')

discussed in ambivalent terms.
state government or boards of directors of organiza-.
tions providing client services,; - concern
over whether to venture into a gi. ~iam effort
when the opportunity for support w.one (either as-

‘>

30

are disorderly and unstable, this®

" (Pressman and Wildav-

v

sured or in the form of a RFP), On the level"of local
government Pressman and Wildavsky write:

For the host . . . aid is both an opportunity and a
problem. It is an opportunity. to overcome the
perennial shortage of funds for investments; it is a
problem because it is not easy to determine which

projects should be supported and because the =

expenditures always mclude local funds that are in -
perpetually short supply. (p. 138)

For the time being, little attention is being given to
alfernatives to implementation of comprehensive
planning, At might be appropriate to simply attempt
to work within the present diffuse system, providing
greater l}iformdtlon about commumty services to
agency’ caseworkers, mstltutmg trammg in case
placement and monitoring and encouraging or requir--
ing sharing of referral information between case-
workers.® Such efforts might bé more beneficial than
realizing a fully integrated and coordinated system.

Despite an emphasis on the value of comprehen-
sive planning, the prospect of corrections increasing
contracting with private organizations is by no means
assured; it is heavily dependent on Federal and ‘State
funding and it is ultimately a question of the mix of
private-government management. Whether specific
offices and agencies.will find increased contracting
advantageous seems likely. to depend on the extent
to which the agency has the capability of monitoring

‘the contractor; Without oversight and auditing capa*

bility there is a real question whether contracting will -
deliver higher quality service. The agency needs to
know what :&ce is delivered and at what cost. 4t
needs to havé a redsondble assessment of program
effects.

The view of a number of middle management
persons interviewed in both- government agencies
und.private service programs is that the nature of the
corrections agency changes when it shifts to con-
tracting out responsibility for direct client services.
The primary concern of the agency becomes the
evaluation of programs rather than the supervision of
cases. A major concern of the contractor is to assure
a reasonably predictable flow of referrals (and reim-
bursements) to meet payroll expenses and‘{\maintainx‘
organizational continuity from one fiscal period to
the next. For both parties. it is not sufficient to lea
whgxt is being done only at the end of a budget
period.

N *
For a \ucccs\.{ul program along (hg;fc lines in a government job placement agency
see Blau (1955)

[N



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ey

- for tabulating clie

/ D. The Need for Jointly Plannied Monitoring

" One inescapable conclusion of the ™ suwey is the
necessity for any jurisdiction eontemplatmg; greater
reliance on contracting to set to work to develop a

- procedure for monitoring these services. Contracting

will lead to greater system efficiency only if monitor-
ing capablhty is developed from the beginning.” With
such extreme heterogeneity, conventional tallies®
from supervnsmg caseworkers “simply do not shot
that is goingon. Nor is it likély that the organizations
will be able to comply with one simple.set of forms

Z flow or status. The absence of
central data files, the difficulty of access of data both

in thé private orgamzatlons and in public agencies™

and the potential privacy issues of client-based data
make ad hoc efforts ;:ostly and frustrating. Planmng
then should mvolv;wmtly both refertal sources and

pfivate service copitractors to develop a mutually .
\ workablg procedure. However, a sense of restraint

i$ needed in what may be reasonably expected from
such a monitoring’ ‘system. One of the dilgmmas of

_ contracting is to decide the relative stress on compre-

W

hensive planning versus private enterprise.

Private org?mzatlons are viewed as being rmore
likely to have ties with the community in which they

“are located, to be faster at getting bunldmg and

zoning variance approved, and are felt to be more
cost effective and easier to dismantle after project

- usefulness is finished. From the private vendor it is
- hoped that greater flexibility, faster set up time,

more innovative programs,’ higher street credibility,

lessened undesirable labeling of clients, lower politi-

cal liability to agencies, lower costs and greater
efficiency may result. However, the problems of

-resource allocation planning, administrative coordi-

nation, and legal requirements of due process, equity
and protection of public interests raise the issue of

. accountability. Particularly since it is government

through the exercise of criminal justice which is
responsible for persons becoming clients of the
community program, it is incumbent ‘upon govern-
ment not to abandon its responsibility to private
parties an(.thus «muggle in government by persons
neither elected nor appointed. Yet to impose govern-

‘mental requirements beyond a reasonable degree

upon private organizations is to defeat the very
purposes of contracting out for certain services.
Clearly extensive contracting requires both account-
ability and”the retaining of the free market mecha-
nisms. Admittedly this is hard to ifhplement. Byt
only planmng which proceeds under these two pno:él
ities is likely to prove helpful. .

:

¢

.

_-A coordinated and integrated systepn when work-
lng as planned is more efficient than a dispersed

.system; it concentrates responsibility while making

its services more readily available and accessible. to
chenté However, it also- concentrates power, while
it routinizes services and the paths to services. Thus
a comprehensive integrated service provider gystem
even when. based on private suppliers loses some of
the flexibility attnbuted to the private sector. "And
just ds an integrated system may apply a good new -

“ides™ to all of its components, it may also block a

“good new idea’’ from belng employed by any of its
components.

The emergmg system is a planned one. The
dispersed set it is replacing gave considerable respon-
sibility forservice delivery to mdnvxdual caseworkersr
who worked out arrangements on a case- by-case
basis, with the quality of the referring dependent on
caseworker information, talent and propensity to
refer.

The benefits of planning are many. However, if
the planned economy comes to exclude the free .
market we may be pigmaturely foreclosing on '
important option for c ectlonal service provyg:/

i
E. Avenues for Future Research y

The experience of this research leads us to ask the
following questions about community corrections in
urban America:

1. Is the system of referral to community programs
centrahzed or dispersed? What is the numbﬁr of-
mdependent referring agencies and how are referral
decisions made?

2. How many levels of the adjudication process
permit diversion to community programs? -

3. Is the referral to an integrated network of
service providers a dispersed array or something in
between? N

4. Is service delivery monitored by referring (or
funding) agencies and how is monitoring done?

5. What is the volume of community corrections
activity”?

6. How rigid ks the system of servic rovision
torganization tprhover)? How many ) service
providers entef®d the market last year,”how many,

have disappeared over the last 12 months, and what-

kind of changes have occurred in surviving° pro-

grams? k o

* 7. How diverse is community corréctions funding?
8. How close to capacity are programs operating? -
The most needed and promising'topicﬂé for imme-

diate study appear to us to be (1) studles on the

e mee s D b g 22T
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capacity ‘of community-based private, contractors for
supervision and services to a determined number of
clients of various types, (2) the logic of decision
‘making in referring clients to community-based pro-
grams, (3)  contract monitoring, These will be dis-

- cussed very briefly .in the concluding pages of this
. report. Y ‘ o

.F. Capdcity of Commumfy-Based Private
Programs for Correctional Supervrsron of
Various Kinds of Referrals

The capacity .of community-based programs in-an

" adequate sample of potential service providers

should include client flow characteristics and char-
“acteristics of clients admitted.
1) Client flow characteristics include (a) program

- varieties: services rendered, obligations and oppor-

tunities for clients. (Ehe time estimated for services

~ to be delivered or client response must be assessed,

since the preserit practice of largely unspecified timt
periods is unlikely to be acceptable if contracting
increases. Certain oOrganizations now operating on
definite time periods could be assessed to provide
the experience base foe-d€velopment of an accepta-
ble set of standards.) (b) More needs to be known.
about the proportion of clients screened; who are
admitted, specific functional intake criteria; propor-
tion of admissions who prématurely withdraw from
the program, (split); proportion of admissions who
are expelled from the program; proportion who are
convicted of a new offense or otherwise returned to
custody or removed from the program by the refer-
ring agency.

2) Characteristics of clients admitted to various’
types of progg;nms include (a) personal, (b) prior
criminal and correctional record, (c) present commit-
ment offense. More needs to be known about the
effect of various kinds of clients and services on
costs of programs. »

3) Capacrty of commumty-based programs- to be

“stated in terms of (a) types of client referred, (b)

amount of time supervised, (c) estimated completion
rate, (d) type of service delivered and whether
residential or non-residential.

4) The experience of the study just cgfhpleted
suggests data are unlikely to be available without
advance preparation for collection involving: (a)
commitment from funding and referral sources, as
well as agreement of private contractors, to provide
offender based and organization based data to the

'study; '(b) clearance to tabulate data from protected

files (such as CODAP and probation records): (c)

32

" realistic pre-survey of the agencies and contractors

" to estimate access cost of a wide range of infi

tion ‘items, and to plan fealistic -data collectlon,‘

procedures; and (d) Jornt agency- -contractor-State

Planning Agency-research project development of ‘an

- adceptable procedure. for tracking cages from sen-

®

,Referrmg Clients to CBP

tence to referral to program termination.’ ‘
Jurisdictional and data base pggblems would be
reduced if statewide studies were conducted. While-

a separate problem, the investment of the research

should permit subsequent follow-up to assess recidi-
vism against a suitable comparison or control sam-

ple. @
G. The Logic of Decision Making in

A separate or related inquiry should be made into
the means by which referrals are currently made by
caseworkers and agencres and the development of a
workable procedure for profiling existing community
organizations, pooling t is information for ready
access and display to caseworkers, and follow-up on
clients referred to any program For any large
commumty it is likely this information - -system would
have to be computer-based with access from remote
ter_mmals and daily up-date. Emérgency service and
placement within hours or days was frequently
mentior'l,ed in interviews as a primary need of super-
vising agencies, and 'a usable information’ system,
must be able to provrde immediately current data on
an interactive basis.

¢

>

H. Contra_ct‘ Monitoring

Program outputs cannot be assessed by either
management or the funding or referral source in the
absence of realistic and objective standards of serv-
ice delivery. Contract monitoring could be examinéd
by initially examining other forms of human services
contracting, as well as in husiness and engin-
services. 5

Contract monitoring in correctidns should u
dressed to problems of: (a) accountability a st
sentence alternatives, (b) providing usable measuics
of service delivery and client responsg, (c) providing
usable cost estimates, (d) functronmg as motivation
for service efficiency and eﬂ”ectmeness Particularly
incentive contracting (payment accordmg to effects
produced) should be explored ‘Comparative data
exist not only in other human seTvrces (such as

A
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educatlon) but in some European countries (notably
the F _therlands) which have been experimenting
“with incentive contracting in Juvemle and adult
_corrections.

Many of the above ‘questions require. data which
can only be obtained by a research oriented record
keeping system. It is not realistic to request such
data from many agencies and organizations without
prior arrangements. A research effort should be
prepared to support added costs of such record

ko

keeping. Some benefit couid be provided to the
organizations by subsequently translating the re-
search record keepmg system into a mdnagendl
information system suitable to the small, non-bureau-
cratized firm. Ultimately contract monitoring, mana-
gerial effectiveness and accountability .protective of
clients’ rights would be served by the development
of a realistic and functioning information system for
private contractors in corrections and justice serv-
ices.
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